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Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 
1994-95  Program  of  Projects  (POP) 
of  All  Urbanized  Areas  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 


Introduction 

The  FY  1994-95  Program  of  Projects  (POP)  is  the  region's  spending  plan  for  Federal 
Transit  Administration  (FTA)  formula  funds  for  transit  projects.  The  federal  formula 
funds  programmed  in  the  POP  are  Urbanized  Area  Formula  (hereinafter  referred  as 
Section  9)  funds.  Fixed  Guideway  Modernization  (hereinafter  referred  as  Section  3 
Fixed  Guideway)  funds.  Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  funds,  and 
Congestion  Mitigation  and  Air  Quality  (CMAQ)  funds.  Projects  included  in  the  POP 
are  programmed  to  maintain  or  improve  transit  services  within  the  region.  Projects 
include  the  purchase  of  replacement  buses  and  equipment,  the  construction  of  new 
facilities,  the  addition  of  projects  to  benefit  disabled  patrons,  and  other  capital 
projects  planned  to  improve  the  capacity,  reliability,  and  safety  of  the  region's  public 
transportation  systems.  The  POP  this  year  also  contains  Americans  with  Disability 
Act  (ADA) /bus  projects  and  the  San  Francisco  Ferry  Building  Intermodal  Facility 
Improvement  project  hmded  by  a $7  million  and  a $1  million  FTA  Bus  Earmark 
respectively. 

The  formula  funds  are  apportioned  to  the  region  in  a block  grant.  The  federal 
transportation  program  Reauthorization  in  1982  established  this  block  grant 
program,  and  the  Reauthorization  in  1987  continued  the  block  grant  program.  The 
most  recent  Transportation  Reauthorization  of  1991,  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  and  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA),  expanded  the  formula  programs  eligible 
to  transit  projects.  The  ISTEA  created  the  STP  and  CMAQ  categories,  which  are  open 
to  projects  of  various  modes,  including  transit.  In  addition  to  maintaining  the 
Section  9 program  as  a formula  program,  the  ISTEA  also  changed  the  previously 
discretionary  Section  3 Rail  Modernization  Program  to  the  formula-driven  Section  3 
Fixed  Guideway  program. 

The  designated  recipient  of  federal  formula  funds  is  required  by  federal  statute  to 
develop  the  POP.  The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  is  the 
metropolitan  transportation  planning  agency  (MPO)  for  the  nine-county  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.  MTC  is  the  designated  recipient  for  regional  STP  and  CMAQ 
funds.  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  funds,  and  Section  9 fimds  in  the  San  Francisco- 
Oakland  and  San  Jose  urbanized  areas.  Although  the  Governor  of  California  is  the 
designated  recipient  of  Section  9 funds  for  the  five  smaller  urbanized  areas  in  the 
region  — Antioch-Pittsburg,  Fairfield,  Napa,  Santa  Rosa,  and  Vacaville  — MTC  has 
also  been  delegated  that  responsibility. 
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Process 


Each  year,  MTC  adopts  the  Transit  Capital  Priorities  Process  and  Criteria.  The 
process  and  criteria  are  the  rules,  criteria  and  schedule  used  by  MTC,  in  cooperation 
with  transit  operators  and  affected  agencies,  for  developing  the  region's  transit 
capital  priorities  within  anticipated  resources. 

The  POP  is  based  on  the  actual  federal  appropriation  for  the  formula  funds  for 
FY  1994-95,  plus  any  carryover  of  prior  year  funds.  The  distribution  of  Section  9 
funds  for  operating  purposes  is  based  on  the  Section  9 factors  published  in  the  FTA 
FY  1995  Appropriations  and  Allocations  of  the  October  12  Federal  Register. 

As  a first  step  in  the  process,  operators  submit  capital  requests  to  MTC.  These 
requests  are  developed  through  the  ongoing  short  range  transit  plarming  work  done 
by  the  transit  operators.  MTC  staff,  in  cooperation  with  transit  and  affected  agencies 
staff,  evaluate  and  score  all  new  projects  using  the  appropriate  rules  from  the 
adopted  criteria.  Next,  projects  are  adopted  in  the  Transit  Capital  Priorities  and  are 
then  included  in  the  Transit  Element  of  the  federal  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (TIP)  by  year,  over  the  five-year  period  of  the  TIP,  to  indicate  what  funding 
will  be  requested  ihom  the  federal  funding  agencies  for  transit  improvements. 

The  projects  proposed  to  be  undertaken  in  the  POP  are  derived  from  the  first  year  of 
the  Biennial  Element  of  the  FY  1995  TIP.  Transit  operating  assistance  for  which 
formula  funds  are  requested  is  also  included  in  the  POP.  These  capital  projects, 
along  with  operating  assistance  requests,  are  shown  by  operator  in  the  POP. 

Projects  identified  in  the  FY  1995  TIP  and  POP  are  also  required  to  undergo  project 
review  by  MTC  prior  to  actual  funding.  Transit  projects  listed  in  the  TIP  ^at  meet 
the  criteria  for  administrative  project  review  approval  are  reviewed  as  a group  for 
consistency  with  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  once  the  TIP  is  adopted.  All 
other  projects  identified  in  the  TIP  must  undergo  a separate  project  review  when 
they  are  ready  to  proceed.  Only  those  applications  which  are  found  to  be  consistent 
with  the  RTP  can  be  forwarded  to  FTA  for  grant  approval. 


Program  Description 

The  projects  in  the  POP  are  listed  by  transit  operator  for  each  urbanized  area.  The 
operators  are:  the  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District  (AC  Transit);  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART);  the  Joint  Powers  Board 
(CalTrain);  the  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority  (CCCTA);  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge,  Highway  & Transportation  District  (GGBHTD);  the  Livermore  Amador 
Valley  Transit  Authority  (LA VTA);  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (SF  Muni); 
the  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans);  the  Santa  Clara  County  Transit 
District  (SCCTD);  the  Eastern  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority  (TriDelta);  the  Cities  of 


Draft  1994r-95  POP 


-2- 


December  1994 


Santa  Rosa,  Napa,  Vallejo,  Vacaville,  and  Fairfield;  the  County  of  Sonoma;  Union 
City  Transit  (U.C.  Transit);  the  Western  Contra  Costa  County  Transit  Authority 
(WestCat). 

The  Project  Justification  Worksheets  for  each  project  provide  the  following  detailed 
information: 

• the  name  of  the  implementing  transit  agency 

• the  project  name 

• the  project  description,  including  the  nature  of  the  project  and  the  amount 
and  kind  of  equipment  to  be  purchased,  or  the  location  and  extent  of 
construction  or  rehabilitation 

• a project  class  code  identifying  the  capital  items  involved  in  standard 
nomenclature 

• references  to  the  location  of  the  project  in  the  operator's  latest  Short  Range 
Transit  Plan  (SRTP)  and  MTC's  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP) 

• the  proposed  funding  for  the  project,  showing  sources  and  amoimts  of  federal 
funds  and  required  local  match 

• any  prior  FTA  funding,  with  both  sources  and  amounts 

• the  type  and  status  of  any  environmental  assessment 

• the  planning  justification  for  the  project 

• the  implementation  schedule  for  the  project 


Project  Selection  Procedures 

Although  STP  and  CMAQ  funds  are  programmed  to  transit  projects  for  three  years 
in  FY  1995,  FY  1996  and  FY 1997,  the  FY  1995  POP  only  includes  detailed 
descriptions  of  projects  in  the  Annual  Element  (1995).  However,  federal  regulations 
(23  CFR  450.332(c))  permits  the  MPO  to  move  projects  among  program  years 
without  a TIP  amendment  so  long  as  procedures  have  been  adopted  to  ensure  that 
such  shifts  are  consistent  with  the  year-by-year  financial  constraints.  Table  I-l 
outlines  these  procedures.  In  addition,  transit  projects  programmed  with  STP  and 
CMAQ  funds  in  FY  1996  and  FY  1997  are  also  included  in  the  FY  1995  POP  in 
Table  V-1  for  reference. 
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Table  I-l 


Project  Selection  Procedures  for  Advancing  STP  and  CMAQ  Projects 


Requirements  and  Provisions 

• Federal  regulations  (23  CFR  450.324  (e))  require  that  the  TIP  be  financially 
constrained,  by  year,  to  reasonable  estimates  of  available  federal  and  state 
transportation  funds.  These  same  planning  regulations  permit  moving  projects 
between  years  in  the  regional  TIP  without  a TIP  amendment,  if  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Organization  (MPO)  adopts  procedures  to  ensure  such  shifts  are 
consistent  with  the  required  year  by  year  financial  constraints  (23  CFR  450.332 
(c)). 

• The  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  and  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  have  specifically  directed  MTC  to  balance  each  year  of 
the  regional  Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  and  Congestion  Mitigation 
and  Air  Quality  Improvement  Program  (CMAQ)  to  the  expected  apportionment 
level.  Caltrans  can  begin  field  reviews,  right  of  way  and  environmental 
certification;  and  FTA  can  grant  letters  of  no  prejudice,  for  any  projects  in  the  first 
three  years  of  the  program. 

• STP  projects  are  classified  as  either  Discretionary  (STP-D)  or  Guarantee  (STP-G). 
STP-D  and  CMAQ  funds  are  programmed  according  to  the  regional  multimodal 
criteria;  while  STP-G  funds  are  programmed  by  county  Congestion  Management 
Agencies  according  to  regional  and  local  multimodal  criteria. 

• Project  score  is  used  as  the  means  for  determining  inclusion  in  the  program.  The 
programming  policies  of  the  MTC  region  have  supported  projects  that  are  in  an 
advanced  state  of  readiness,  and  have  employed  readiness  as  a method  for 
assigning  projects  to  program  years. 

• Consistent  with  the  above  requirements  and  provisions,  MTC  has  adopted,  as 
part  of  the  1995  TIP,  the  following  project  selection  procedures  for  moving  STP- 
D,  STP-G  and  CMAQ  projects  among  program  fiscal  years  1994/95  (year  1), 
1995/96  (year  2)  and  1996/97  (year  3). 

Procedures 


• In  order  to  maximize  project  delivery  and  the  use  of  obligation  authority  in  a 
timely  marmer,  MTC  supports  obligation  of  funds  to  ready  projects  on  a first 
come,  first  serve  basis.  For  out-year  projects  (projects  not  in  the  annual  element  of 
the  program  ) this  means  that  MTC  will  accelerate  a project  or  project  phase  that 
is  ready  for  implementation  to  the  current  program  year,  and  move  the  lowest 
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scoring  unobligated  projects  from  the  current  year,  of  the  same  dollar  amount,  to 
the  year  from  which  the  accelerated  project  or  project  phase  originated. 

• No  project  will  be  moved  within  years  unless  MTC  determines  that  it  will  have 
no  adverse  impact  on  the  air  quality  conformity  finding  made  for  the  TIP. 

' • The  STP-D,  STP-G,  and  CMAQ  programs  will  be  considered  separate  accounts 
for  the  purposes  of  accoimting  for  the  balances  of  these  changes.  MTC  will 
establish  and  maintain  an  internal  system  for  tracking  the  movement  of  projects 
among  program  years,  and  will  notify  FHWA,  FTA,  and  affected  project 
sponsors  of  any  project  shifts. 

• For  the  STP-G  funds,  MTC  may  transfer  annual  program  capacity  from  "surplus 
cormties"  (defined  as  those  coimties  who  have  not  used  their  share  of  the  STP-G 
funds)  to  "deficit  coimties"  (defined  as  those  counties  ready  to  use  more  than 
their  relative  share  of  STP-G  funds)  to  accommodate  ready  STP-G  projects  from 
those  counties. 
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(Table  IM) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

Pk'  1 993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San 
Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 
Total: 


$93,286,228 
$3,443,411 
$5,000,000 
$101.729  639 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 


Operator 

Federal  Share 

AC  Transit 

$5,526,116 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

$512,111 

CCCTA 

$1,365,775 

GGBHTD 

$1,396,701 

LA  VTA 

$476,501 

MUNI 

$5,769,441 

SamTrans 

$1,501,583 

Vallejo 

$663,957 

Capital  Projects 

Cumulative 
Federal  Share 


AC  Transit 

AC95001  Replacement  Buses 
ALCNTY  1 0 PT  Veh  & ADA  Hardware  & 
Sftwr 

AC95003  Transit  Centers  Development 
AC95006  Replace/Upgrade  Data  Proc.  Eqp 

Total 

BART 

BA25(94)swa  Station  & Gdwy  Rehab.  ** 
BA95020  ADA  Elevetor  Re-design 

Total 


Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Score 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

14 

$15,858,668 

$0 

$3,758,830 

$19,617,498 

13 

$867,816 

$0 

$194,452 

$1,062,268 

10 

$9,968,850 

$0 

$2,492,214 

$12,461,064 

10 

$201,274 

$0 

$50,319 

$251,593 

$26,896,608 

$0 

$6,495,815 

9 

$2,300,000 

$0 

$575,000 

$2,875,000 

9 

$640,000 

$0 

$160,000 

$800,000 

$2.940000 

m 

$735.000 

$3.675000 

* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** " 
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Capital  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Caltrain  (JPBI 

CT95001SF 

Track  Rehabilitation  (SF) 

13 

$4,590,000 

$1,147,500 

$0 

$5,737,500 

CT93 

Ticket  Vending  Machines 

$1,166,497 

$291 ,624 

$0 

$1,458,121 

CT93 

Station  Access-Passenger 
Wheelchair  Retrofit 

$3,372,932 

$843,233 

$0 

K216.165 

Total 

$9.129.429 

$2,282.357 

50 

$11,411,786 

CCCTA 

CC95002 

Replacement  Buses 

13 

$2,211,190 

$0 

$530,300 

$2,741,490 

CC95003 

Expansion  Paratransit  Vans-ADA 

13 

$467,250 

$0 

$94,310 

$561,560 

CC95010 

Replacement  Paratransit  Vans 

13 

$140,175 

$0 

$28,293 

$168,468 

Total 

$2.818.615 

$0 

$652.903 

$3,471,518 

GGBHTD 

GG95042 

RepI  Fuel  System  (LRK) 

13 

$1,173,600 

$146,700 

$146,700 

$1,467,000 

GG95041 

RepI  Gangway/Float 

13 

$664,000 

$83,000 

$83,000 

$830,000 

GG95030 

Paratransit  Sched.  Database 

13 

$108,800 

$0 

$27,200 

$136,000 

GG95040 

Replace  Fuel  Tanks  (SRO  & Nov) 

13 

$919,200 

$0 

$229,800 

$1,149,000 

GG94 

Expansion  Ferry  Vessel  * 

$3,443,411 

$2,008,689 

$647,900 

$6,100,000 

Total 

$6,309,011 

$2.238.389 

$1.134  600 

$9.682.000 

LA  VTA 
LV95001 

Replace  PT  van 

13 

$46,725 

$0 

$9,431 

$56,156 

LV95010^ 

Expans  PT  Vans  (2).  Repic  PT 
Vans(4) 

13 

$280,350 

$0 

$74,586 

$354,936 

LV95006 

Replace  5 Buses 

13 

$1,166,624 

$0 

$280,410 

$1,447,033 

LV95011 

Radio  Rehab 

10 

$97,600 

$0 

$24,400 

$122,000 

Total 

$1,591,299 

2Q 

$388.827 

$1,980,125 

MUNI 

MU95040 

24TH  & Utah  RepI 

14 

$6,100,000 

$0 

$1,525,000 

$7,625,000 

MU95044 

MUNI  Diesel  Bus  Rehab 

14 

$2,380,000 

$297,000 

$297,000 

$2,974,000 

MU95042 

LRV  Modification 

14 

$3,280,000 

$410,000 

$410,000 

$4,100,000 

MU95041 

ATCS 

14 

$3,200,000 

$400,000 

$400,000 

$4,000,000 

MU95045 

MUNI  LRV  Modification 

13 

$3,119,800 

$389,975 

$389,975 

$3,899,750 

MU95037 

Accessible  Van  Purchase 

13 

$1,330,000 

$0 

$332,500 

$1,662,500 

MU95023 

Cable  Car  Vehicle  Rehab 

13 

$723,000 

$90,375 

$90,375 

$903,750 

MU95013 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

13 

$3,672,800 

$459,100 

$459,100 

$4,591,000 

MU95010A/B  Woods  Annex/Redev 

13 

$1,600,000 

$0 

$400,000 

$2,000,000 

MU95037A 

Accessible  Van  Purchase 

13 

$320,000 

$0 

$80,000 

$400,000 

MU95009 

DP,  Office,  Misc.  Equipment  ** 

9 

$2,700,000 

$0 

$675,000 

$3,375,000 

Total 

$28,425,600 

$2,046,450 

$5,058,950 

$35,531,000 

SamTrans 

SM95001B 

Bus  Replacement 

13 

$4,988,896 

$0 

$1,197,724 

$6,186,620 

SM95002 

Replacement  Paratransit  Vehs. 

13 

$756,100 

$0 

$166,530 

$922,630 

Total 

$5,744,996 

m 

$_1,.364.254 

$7.109.250 

• Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** 
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Capital  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Valleio 

VL95010 

Paratransit  Vans  (2) 

13 

$128,563 

$0 

$26,332 

VL95003 

Intermodal  Facility 

10 

$533,333 

$133,333 

$0 

Total 

$661,896 

$101,729,639 

$1.33.333 

$26.332 

* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  ” * ** 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  ' 
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Total 

Project 

Cost 

$154,895 

$666,666 

$821.561 


December  1994 


1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  AC  Transit 


SgQtipn  9 Funds  Amilgbje 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

Pi'  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San 
Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 
Total: 


$93,286,228 

$3,443,411 

$5,000,000 

$101.729.639 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 

Operating  Assistance  Section  9 


Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

AC  Transit 

$5,526,116 

$92,909,054 

98,435,170 

Capital 

Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Proposed 

State 

Proposed 

Local 

Total 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

AC95001 

Replacement  Buses 

14 

$15,858,668 

$0 

$3,758,830 

$19,617,498 

ALCNTY 

10  PT  Veh  & ADA  Hardware  & Sftw 

13 

$867,816 

$0 

$194,452 

$1,062,268 

AC95003 

Transit  Centers  Development 

10 

$9,968,850 

$0 

$2,492,214 

$12,461,064 

AC95006 

Replace/Upgrade  Data  Proc.  Eqp 

10 

$201,274 

$0 

$50,319 

$251,593 

Totals: 

$26,896,608 

$0 

S6J.95JJ5 

$33,392,423 

Total  Grantee  Program: 


$32.422.724 


* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * ". 

" Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTCs  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


November  15, 1994 


1.  OPERATOR;  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  ACl  - Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION;  Purchase  31  24  Passenger  and  61  Standard  Sized  Replacement  Vehi- 

cles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS;  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  61  thru  65  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE; 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING;  $ 1 5,858,668  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH;  (19.2%)  $ 3,758,830  Toll  Bridge  Revenue 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST;  $19,617,498 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING;  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS; 

NEPASTATUS;  23  CFR771.117 (c)  (17) 

CEQA  STATUS;  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION; 

Bus  Replacement  Program 

The  District's  ongoing  Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  prescribes  the  replacement  of  buses 
(30  feet  through  articulated)  and  smaller  revenue  vehicles  that  have  exceeded  their  useful  lives. 
Smaller  revenue  vehicles  are  normally  28  feet  long  or  less,  on  a modified  automobile  or  truck 
chassis,  and  gas  powered.  The  Program  establishes  an  acceptable  bus  life  of  12  years  and  an 
acceptable  smaller  revenue  vehicle  life  of  4 years.  These  vehicle  lives  conform  with  the  Federal 
Transportation  Administration's  (FTA)  and  Region's  established  revenue  vehicle  life  spans.  The 
District's  program  identifies  those  revenue  vehicles  in  need  of  replacement  each  year.  The  SRTP 
presents  current  status  and  future  replacement  needs  and  establishes  an  even  replacement  program 
using  the  established  life  spans. 
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The  District  is  proposing  purchase  of  61  standard  sized  replacement  buses  and  31  small  revenue 
vehicles  for  project  year  FY  94-95  for  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,617,498  using  FTA  Section  9 funds 
and  local  match.  The  District  is  also  proposing  purchase  of  an  additional  8 standard  sized 
replacement  buses  for  project  year  FY  94-95  for  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,216,282  using  FTA  Section 
3,  Bus  and  Bus  Facilities,  discretionary  funds  and  local  match. 

The  revenue  vehicles  to  be  replaced  annually  have  exceeded  the  established  revenue  vehicle  life 
spans  and  have  a documented  history  of  maintenance  malfunctions.  The  maintenance  history  of  the 
revenue  vehicles  are  reviewed  annually  to  determine  which  vehicles  should  be  replaced. 

AC  Transit  continues  to  review  its  Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  as  a result  of 
implementation  of  its  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  and  community  requests.  Air  Quality  and 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  issues  will  also  affect  this  replacement  program  as  the  District's 
options  become  further  defined. 

The  District's  peak  fleet  requirements  will  increase  as  the  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  is 
implemented.  Changes  to  the  configuration  of  the  fleet  will  increase  the  number  of  revenue  vehicles 
in  operation,  but  because  the  new  revenue  vehicles  will  be  smaller,  they  will  not  exceed  the  total 
fleet  capacity  now  in  place. 

The  attached  Bus  Replacement  List  will  be  updated  and  submitted  annually  with  the  District's 
Section  9 application.  This  schedule  conforms  to  FTA  requirements  and  spare  ratios. 

Smaller  Revenue  Vehicles  (Minibuses) 

In  April  of  1991,  the  District  introduced  25  gasoline  powered  minibuses.  Fifteen  were  obtained  on  a 
lease/purchase  agreement  using  District  funds.  Ten  are  owned  by  the  City  of  Alameda  and  leased  to 
AC  Transit  The  District  purchased  six  more  minibuses  in  the  fall  of  1991  using  District  funds. 

These  vehicles  have  proven  very  popular  in  the  neighborhoods  they  serve,  and  requests  to  use  them 
on  additional  routes  have  become  quite  common.  In  general,  minibuses  are  welcome  in  many  areas 
where  standard  coaches  are  not 

Despite  the  positive  image  that  these  vehicles  provide  to  the  District,  there  are  other  factors  to 
consider.  Minibus  capacity  is  limited  to  approximately  20  passengers,  including  standees,  and  most 
lines  have  certain  trips  that  exceed  this  number.  Because  the  vehicles  are  not  as  heavy  duty  as 
standard  buses,  they  are  more  prone  to  breakdown.  A larger  spare  fleet  is  therefore  required  to 
maintain  reliability.  Finally,  these  vehicles  have  an  expected  life  of  only  four  years,  compared  to 
twelve  years  for  buses. 

The  District  is  currently  evaluating  the  future  role  of  minibuses,  based  on  the  considerations  listed 
above.  The  District  could  opt  to  substitute  minibuses  for  some  of  the  30-foot  diesel  buses  planned 
for  purchase  in  future  years,  hopefully  on  a two-for-one  basis,  or  could  acquire  additional  vehicles 
using  District  funds  to  expand  the  fleet. 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-11- 


December  1994 


A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project.  However,  purchasing 
replacement  buses  is  an  ongoing  annual  project  that  the  operator  continues  to  assign  high 
priority. 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  it  will  enable  the  District  to  maintain  a 
fleet  of  buses  that  is  safe,  reliable  and  comfortable. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system  productivity  and  efiBciency  as  the  units 
replaced  each  year  will  be  those  that  have  shown  themselves  to  be  the  most  costly  of  the 
fleet  to  maintain  at  an  appropriate  service  level. 

3.  This  project  addresses  significant  regional  goals  or  policies  as  the  new  buses  will  be 
equipped  to  comply  with  ADA  and  Air  Quality  requirements.  The  equipment  being 
replaced  does  not  meet  ADA  or  recent  Air  Quality  requirements 

4.  This  project  will  involve  the  replacement  of  revenue  buses  for  maintaining  existing  service 
according  to  a planned  replacement  program  as  previously  noted. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda  Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC-15  10  Paratransit  Vehicles  and  ADA  Hardware  & 

Software 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  expansion  paratransit  vans  to  meet 

ADA  requirements  and  hardware/software . 
equipment 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : 1 New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-7  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:$  867,816  SOURCE:  SEC  9 

($467,250  for  vans  @ 83.2%) 

($400,566  for  ADA  hardware  & software  @ 80%) 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %) : SOURCE: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH (18 . 3%) : $ 194,452  SOURCE:  BT 

($94,310  for  10  vans  ® 16,8%) 

($100,142  for  ADA  hardware  & software  @ 20%) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 1,062,268 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 117 (c)  (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  Coordinated  Paratransit  Service  Plan  (AC  Transit/BART) , which 
responds  to  the  requirements  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act, 
calls  for  the  acquisition  of  new  paratransit  vans  in  FY1995. 

Changes  required  by  ADA  and  the  resulting  demand  increase  will  result 
in  a lack  of  capacity  on  all  of  the  systems  in  Alameda  County. 

The  acquisition  of  these  vans  and  the  computer  equipment  to  meet  these 
capacity  requirements  will  enable  AC  Transit/BART  to  comply  with  the 
Coordinated  Paratransit  Service  Plan. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Project:  EXPANSION  PARATRANSIT  VANS 

Operator:  AC  Transit 
Date:  10/10/94 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 1 

i IMPLEMENTATION 
1 SCHEDULE : 

FY  1994/95 1 FY  1995/96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4|  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 TASK  1: 

DEVELOP  SPECS 

XXXX 

TASK  2 : 

BOARD  APPROV. 

XXX 

TASK  3 : 

BID  PROCESS 

X 

xxxxx 

TASK  4: 
DELIVERY 

xxxxxx 

TASK  5:  SERV. 
PREPARATION  j 
1 

XX 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 


FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STP 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY:  TDA 


TOTAL  FUNDS 
Draft  1994-95  POP 


FY94/95 

FY95/96 

$867.8 

1 

$ 194.5 

1 1 

$1, 062.3 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


October  11,  1994 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 

Southland  Mall/Chabot 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  45  - 55 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$1,211,598  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:(20%) 

$ 302,900  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

$1,514,498 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS : Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under  23  CFR  771 . 1 1 7 (d)  (1 0) 
CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 

Draft  1994-95  POP  - 16  - December  1994 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE 


U 

0) 
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PROJECT  JUSTEFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 

Newark 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  45  -55  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 587,830 

FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:(20%)  $ 146,958 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 734,788 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

Bridge  Tolls 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under  23  CFR  771.117 

(d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 

(CG:D:\WPDOCS\TIP_95\9495AC3.TIP) 
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Date:  October  11,  1994 

Project:  AC  3 - Transit  Center  Development — Newark 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  1994-95 

Clearances  Required:  Board  Approval;  City  Permits,  if  Applicable 
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October  11,  1994 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 


PROJECT  JUSTinCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTCs  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 
Southshore  Mall 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  45  - 55 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:(20%) 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

$ 292,680  FTA  Section  9 
$ 73,170  Bridge  Tolls 

$ 365,850 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under 

(d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 


23  CFR  771.117 


(CG;D:\WPDOCS\TIP_95\9495AC3.TIP) 
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Date:  October  11,  1994 

Project:  AC  3 - Transit  Center  Development — Southshore  Shopping  Center 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  1994-95 

Clearances  Reguired:  Board  Approval;  City  Permits,  if  Applicable 
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October  11,  1994 


PROJECT  JUSTmCATlON  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTCs  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1. 


2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 


OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 
Fruitvale  BART 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  45  - 55 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:(20%) 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
$2,140,002  FTA  Section  9 
$ 535,000  Bridge  Tolls 
$2,675,002 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under 

(d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 


23  CFR  771.117 


(CG:D:\WPDOCS\nP_95\9495AC3.TIP) 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
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PROJECT  JUSTTHCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTCs  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 


OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 
PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 
South  Hayward  BART 


PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  45  - 55 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:(20%) 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
$1,024,000  Section  9 
$ 256,000  Bridge  ToUs 
$1,280,000 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under 

(d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 
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Date:  September  15,  1993 

Project:  AC  3 - Transit  Center  Development — South  Hayward  BART 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  94-95 

Clearances  Required:  Board  Approval;  City  Permits,  if  Applicable 
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PROJECT  JUSTinCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTCs  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 

Fremont  BART 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  45  -55  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 


$2,269,600  Section  9 
$ 200,000  FTA  STP  (FY  95-96) 


7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (19%) 

(1%) 


$ 588,650  Bridge  Tolls 

$ 28,750  TSM 


8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


$2,837,000  FY  94-95 

$ 250,000  FY  95-96 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under  23  CFR  771.117 

(d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 
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ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
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PROJECT  JUSTinCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
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9. 

10. 


OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  AC  3 - Transit  Centers  Development 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Transit  Center  Improvements- 
Union  City  BART 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  45  - 55 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:(20%) 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
$2,443,140  FTA  Section  9 
$ 610,785  Bridge  Tolls 
$3,053,925 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  Request  to  be  submitted  for  approval  as  CE  under 

(d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  to  be  Filed 
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Date:  October  11,  1994 

Project:  AC  3 - Transit  Center  Development — Union  City  BART 

Operator:  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

Beginning:  FY  94-95 

Clearances  Required:  Board  Approval;  City  Permits,  if  Applicable 
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11  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Private  Sector 

•The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project  at  a public  hearing 
held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other  regional  transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced  in  our 
SRTP.  Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and  through  a mailing  to  private 
sector  providers. 

The  AC  Transit  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  converts  the  primarily  radial  system  into 
a multi-destinational  route  network.  If  AC  Transit  is  to  increase  transit  usage  and  inqjrove  its 
productivity,  it  is  essential  that  it  reflect  the  multi-destinational  nature  of  toda/s  travel  demand. 

Since  it  is  impossible  to  run  direct  service  from  everywhere  to  everywhere  else,  an  effective 
multi-destinational  network  must  rely  on  making  transferring  convenient.  To  make  transferring 
fast  and  convenient,  the  District  must  be  able  to  bring  many  buses  together  at  certain  key 
points.  To  do  this  requires  the  development  of  transit  centers.  A transit  center  is  a facility 
designed  to: 

o allow  several  buses  from  different  routes  to  be  present  at  once,  so  that  patrons  can  transfer 
without  waiting,  including  routes  from  other  agencies, 

o allow  buses  to  arrive  and  depart  independently  (without  blocking  one  another), 

o Provide  a safe,  pleasant  and  convenient  environment  for  transferring  between  buses,  or 
modes, 

o Provide  other  amenities  for  passengers  and  drivers. 

Besides  facilitating  bus-to-bus  transfers,  the  transit  centers  may  also  accommodate  bus-to-rail 
and  auto-to-bus-to-rail  transfers.  Transit  centers  are  strategicsdly  located  where  several  routes 
naturally  converge  resulting  in  high  transfer  activity.  These  centers  will  often  be  near  major 
activity  centers  generating  a significant  number  of  walk-in  passengers.  Also,  most  BART 
stations  in  the  AC  Transit  service  area  will  be  transit  centers  to  facilitate  both  regional  and 
local  travel. 

In  urban  areas,  such  as  Oakland  and  Berkeley,  the  convenience  of  transferring  is  largely  ensured 
by  the  high  frequency  of  most  of  the  routes.  Even  though  a transit  center  is  not  the  primaiy 
transfer  location  as  it  is  in  the  timed  transfer  network,  there  are  strategic  locations  where 
several  routes  naturally  converge.  This  creates  a high  level  of  transfer  activity  and  necessitates 
a facility  to  safely  accommodate  the  buses  and  provide  for  a safe  and  comfortable  environment 
for  the  passenger. 

In  suburban  areas,  however,  most  service  cannot  be  justified  with  headways  of  less  than  30 
minutes.  Here,  convenient  transfers  can  be  assured  only  with  transit  centers.  Transit  Centers 
are  therefore  critical  to  the  success  of  the  Comprehensive  Service  Plan. 
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General  Design  Considerations 

Most  transit  centers  will  be  designed  with  "sawtooth"  bays  so  that  buses  can  pull  in  and  out 
independently  without  blocking  each  other.  Each  center  must  have  enough  bays  for  all  the 
scheduled  buses  to  be  present  at  once,  with  some  to  spare.  Locations  for  cars  to  pick  up  and 
drop  off  passengers  will  be  isolated  from  the  bus  area,  to  improve  the  flow  of  both  cars  and 
buses. 

Locations 

Most  of  the  suburban  route  structure  cannot  be  implemented  until  there  are  at  least  minimal 
transit  center  facilities  in  place,  since  these  sites  must  accommodate  a number  of  converging 
buses  and  allow  passengers  to  transfer  safely  and  conveniently.  Tables  1 and  2 list  the  transit 
centers  according  to  priority,  indicating  which  should  be  completed  before  restructuring. 

The  District's  service  area  has  been  divided  into  four  geographical  sub-areas  for  phased 
implementation  of  the  restructured  route  network. 

The  Western  Contra  Costa  sub-area  (Table  2,  Group  1)  includes  timed  transfer  locations  at  El 
Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  Contra  Costa  College  and  thus  are  first  priority.  Improvements 
to  these  sites  should  be  complete  before  restructuring  routes.  Improvements  to  the  other  transit 
centers  which  will  not  have  timed  transfer  locations  (Richmond  BART,  Hilltop  Mall  Transit 
Center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART)  are  second  priority. 

The  Oakland-Berkeley-Alameda  core  area  (Table  2,  Group  2)  includes  only  one  timed  transfer 
location,  Montclair  transit  Center.  Problems  still  exist  with  the  proposed  location  of  the  site 
and  will  be  addressed  in  FY  1993-94.  However,  Fruitvale  BART  and  Eastmont  Mall  Transit 
Center  will  also  need  to  be  finished  before  restructuring  routes,  since  they  cannot  now 
accommodate  the  level  of  bus  and  transfer  activity  envisioned.  Second  priority  transit  centers 
to  be  developed  later  include  West  Oakland  BART,  Coliseum  BART,  and  Southshore  Shopping 
Center. 

The  Hayward-San  Leandro  area  (Table  2,  Group  3)  includes  five  timed  transfer  locations:  San 
Leandro  BART,  Bay  Fair  BART,  Hayward  BART,  Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  and  South 
Hayward  BART.  Improvements  at  these  sites  should  be  complete  before  restructuring  routes, 
though  it  is  possible  that  South  Hayward  BART  could  funaion  on  an  interim  basis  without 
major  physical  changes. 

Finally,  the  Fremont-Newark  area  (Table  2,  Group  4)  includes  timed  transfer  locations  at 
Union  City  BART,  Fremont  BART,  and  the  new  Irvington  and  Newark  Transit  Centers. 
(Irvington  Transit  Center  will  be  the  site  of  the  future  Irvington  BART  station.)  Improvements 
at  these  sites  should  also  be  complete  before  restructuring,  though  it  is  possible  that  Newark 
Transit  Center  could  function  on  an  interim  basis  without  major  physici  changes.  Newpark 
Mall  will  also  be  a transit  center  under  the  plan,  but  without  timed  transfers. 

Schedule  and  Funding 

The  following  subsections  detail  the  funding  and  design  schedule  for  the  transit  centers  that 
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have  been  designated  first-priority,  and  specifies  the  division  of  responsibility  in  joint  projects  with 
other  agencies. 

FY  1988-89  SECTION  3 SUBMITTED  PROJECTS 

The  first  transit  centers  planned  for  construction  were  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  San 
Leandro  BART. 

These  projects  were  originally  programmed  in  the  FY  1991-92  Section  9 Capital  Program.  Instead, 
they  were  resubmitted  (along  with  Hayward  BART  Transit  Center)  for  funding  under  the  FY  1988- 
89  Section  3 Suburban  Mobility  Program  to  take  a full  advantage  of  this  special  one-time  grant 
opportunity.  Funding  was  approved  for  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  and  San  Leandro  BART 
Transit  Centers.  The  Hayward  BART  Transit  Center  was  put  back  into  the  FY  1991-92  Section 
9 Capital  ProgranL 

These  transit  centers  were  planned  for  development  as  joint  multi-modal  projects  under  BART 
application.  The  conceptual  design  for  these  projects  was  completed  by  AC  Transit  BART 
performed  project  management  responsibilities,  including  environmental  clearance,  engineering 
and  construction  in  conjunction  wiA  the  BART  parking  expansion  projects.  The  San  Leandro 
BART  Transit  Center  has  been  completed  and  the  El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  Transit  Center  will 
be  completed  in  FY  1993-94. 

FY  1990-91  SECnON  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECT 

Due  to  the  increased  apportionments,  the  Contra  Costa  Transit  Center  project,  originally 
programmed  for  FY  91-92,  was  made  a part  of  the  FY  1990-91  Section  9 POP.  The  Transit  center 
proposed  for  Contra  Costa  College  serves  as  a key  facility  in  the  implementation  of  the  timed 
transfer  network  in  Western  Contra  Costa  County.  The  transit  center  has  been  developed  in  close 
coordination  with  property  owners,  neighboring  communities,  and  with  the  Contra  Costa 
Community  College  District, 

FY  1991-92  SECTION  9 PROGRAMMED  PROJECTS 

Bayfair  BART  Transit  Center  was  funded  by  State  Qpress  Mitigation  Funds  received  by  BART 
in  FY  1992  for  this  multi-modal  timed  transfer  center  project  to  help  mitigate  the  loss  of  the 
Qpress  Freeway  structure  during  the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake.  Final  funding  for  amenities  and 
signage  is  in  BARTs  FY  1992-93  capital  program  to  be  funded  with  Federal  Transportation 
Administration  (FTA)  Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP)  Funds. 

FY  1992-93  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

FY  1992-93  projects  proposed  for  FTA  Congestion  Management  and  Air  Quality  Program  (CMAQ) 
funding  were  Eastmont  Mall,  and  Newpark  Mall  transit  centers.  Proposed  for  FTA  STP  funding 
is  The  Richmond  BART  transit  center.  The  Bayfair  BART  transit  center  was  originally 
programmed  for  FY  92-93,  but  BART  received  Cypress  Mitigation  Funds  in  FY  91-92. 

The  Montclair  and  Fremont  BART  transit  centers  were  proposed  for  funding  under  FTA's  Section 
9,  but  were  not  approved  for  funding  due  to  a smaller  than  expected  Section  9 allocation.  Staff  has 
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recommended  that  Fremont  BART  be  moved  to  FY  94-95  and  Montclair  to  FY  97-98. 


The  Eastmont  Mall  transit  center  in  Oakland  would  accommodate  the  consolidation  of  expanded 
bus  and  transfer  activities  at  an  off-street  site  affording  a safer  and  more  convenient  operation. 
The  conceptual  plans  are  completed, 

Newpark  Mall  is  a major  shopping  center  located  in  the  fast  growing  community  of  Fremont  New 
residential  and  industrial  developments  are  appearing  on  the  outskirts  of  Fremont  and  Newark, 
creating  new  transit  demand  in  this  area.  Improved  routes  will  provide  better  local  circulation,  with 
many  passengers  transferring  at  this  point 

Richmond  BART  already  functions  as  a transit  center,  as  much  of  the  service  in  the  area  radiates 
from  this  station.  This  pattern  will  continue  and  expand  under  the  CSP,  with  extensive  service  from 
the  station  to  all  parts  of  Richmond.  This  station  is  also  a major  stop  on  the  Bay  Area-Sacramento 
train  service,  and  will  be  a stop  for  the  Del  Norte  BART  to  San  Rafael  bus  service  that  was 
implemented  in  March  1993. 

FY  1993-94  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1993-94  project  proposed  for  the  FTA  CMAQ  funding  was  the  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART 
transit  Center. 

As  a shopping  center,  El  Cerrito  Plaza  is  a major  transit  destination  in  Western  Contra  Costa 
County.  El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART  will  be  one  of  two  transit  centers  located  in  El  Cerrito.  Van 
routes  will  operate  from  El  Cerrito  Plaza  to  serve  hill  areas  of  El  Cerrito  and  Kensington.  The 
transit  center  will  also  be  served  by  local  lines  from  Berkeley  and  a major  trunk  line,  the  72  (San 
Pablo  Avenue)  with  limited  service  from  Oakland. 

The  Fruitvale  BART  Station  and  the  Southland  Mall/Chabot  College  Transit  Center  were 
originally  proposed  for  FY  1993-94  FTA  Section  9 funding.  The  projects  are  currently  expected 
to  receive  FY  1994-95  FTA  Section  9 funding. 

The  Fruitvale  BART  Station  project  is  planned  for  development  as  a joint  multi-modal  project 
The  project  will  combine  parking  relocation  and  bus  transfer  facilities  with  a joint  public/private, 
multi-use  project  currently  being  proposed  by  the  Spanish  Speaking  Unity  Council.  Recently,  MTC 
was  awarded  $470,000  to  examine  the  feasibility  of  a mixed-use  development  which  would  create 
a greater  pedestrian  linkage  between  East  14th  Street  and  the  Fruitvale  BART  station  by 
establishing  retail,  public  service,  and  residential  areas  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed  parking 
expansion.  Additional  funding  is  expected  to  be  sought  by  BART  and  the  Spanish  Speaking  Unity 
Council  for  the  implementation  of  the  center. 

The  Southland  Mall/Chabot  College  Transit  Center,  a timed  transfer  transit  center  in  the  vicinity 
of  Chabot  College  in  Hayward,  will  be  developed  in  close  cooperation  with  property  owners, 
neighboring  communities,  and  the  Chabot  Community  College  District 

The  Hayward  BART  Station  project  is  also  planned  for  development  as  a joint  multimodal  project 
and  will  be  funded  under  BART's  Section  9 Capital  Program. 
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The  projects  proposed  for  FY  1994-95  FTA  Section  9 funding  are  Fremont,  South  Hayward  and 
Union  City  BART,  Newark  and  Southshore  Mall  transit  centers.  The  Hilltop  (Mall)  area  transit 
center  is  proposed  for  FY  1994-95  State  TSM  funding. 

The  Fremont  BART  Transit  Center  will  be  a bus-only  area  with  curbside  stops  and  island 
platforms.  The  compact  design  allows  for  efficient  bus-to-bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  The 
facility  will  accommodate  seven  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  buses,  in  addition  to  twelve  AC  Transit 
routes.  The  concept  plan  removes  approximately  100  BART  parking  stalls.  Replacement  of  these 
stalls  is  included  as  part  of  the  project 

South  Hayward  is  one  of  five  timed  transfer  locations  in  the  Hayward  area,  and  is  one  of  the  major 
activity  centers  on  the  east  end  of  the  city. 

The  conceptual  layout  for  Union  City  BART  Station  places  the  buses  closest  to  the  BART  station 
entrance  along  the  firont  curb  and  on  three  islands.  The  plan  provides  a compact  bus  berth  area 
to  minimize  bus-to-bus  and  bus-to-train  transfers.  The  additional  bus  stalls  will  remove 
approximately  120  BART  parking  spaces,  replacement  of  which  is  proposed  as  part  of  this  project 

The  Newark  Transit  Center  will  serve  one  of  the  fastest  growing  communities  in  the  Bay  Area. 
This  will  be  a timed  transfer  facility  for  those  routes  which  are  designed  to  provide  better  local 
circulation  in  the  activity  centers  of  Newark  and  southern  Fremont 

The  Hilltop  (Mall)  area  contains  a major  regional  shopping  center,  business  park,  auto  mall,  and 
apartment  complexes  and  is  a major  transit  destination  in  itself.  It  will  be  served  by  the  area's 
busiest  trunk  route  and  several  new  routes  which  will  serve  the  growing  demand  for  trips  between 
residential  northern  and  eastern  Richmond  and  employment  centers  in  western  Richmond.  The 
project  to  be  funded  by  TSM  funds  will  be  part  of  a new  park  and  ride  facility  that  will  be  built  as 
part  of  the  1-80  freeway  project  It  will  have  direct  HOV  lane  access  to  and  from  the  freeway.  It 
will  be  accessible  to  District  buses,  BART  express,  Vallejo  Transit  WestCat,  as  well  as  auto  tr^c. 
District  buses  will  provide  service  to  the  mall  perimeter  road  (approximately  1/2  mile  from  the 
proposed  park  and  ride),  and  the  operators  of  Hilltop  mall  are  considering  running  a shuttle  fi-om 
the  park  and  ride/transit  center. 

Southshore  Shopping  Center  is  a major  destination  in  the  core  service  area,  and  will  be  served  by 
several  major  routes  from  Alameda  and  Oakland. 

FY  1995-96  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  project  proposed  for  FY  1995-96  FTA  CMAQ  funding  is  the  Coliseum  BART  transit  center. 

Coliseum  BART  is  one  of  the  major  destinations  in  the  District's  core  service  area  of 
Oakland/Berkeley/ Alameda/ Albany /Emeryville,  as  well  as  the  main  transfer  point  for  trips  to 
Oakland  Airport.  The  expansion  of  cross-town  service  under  the  CSP  will  increase  the  level  of 
service  to  this  station,  and  increase  the  passenger  transfer  activity  that  occurs  there.  The  station 
may  also  be  a stop  on  the  proposed  Bay  Area-Sacramento  train  service,  and  can  attrart  riders 
traveling  to  Oakland  A's  and  Golden  State  Warrior's  games. 
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The  project  proposed  for  FY  1996-97  State  FCR  funding  is  West  Oakland  BART  Transit  Center. 

West  Oakland  BART  will  be  a key  transit  center  in  the  District's  core  service  area  of 
Oakland/Berkeley /Alameda/Albany /Emeryville.  It  is  also  a station  on  the  Bay  Area-Sacramento 
train  service. 

FY  1997-98  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

The  FY  1997-98  proposed  projects  are  the  Montclair,  Irvington  BART,  and  Yerba  Buena  transit 
centers. 

The  Irvington  Transit  Center  is  scheduled  for  operation  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
BART  station.  The  plan  therefore  proposes  an  interim  transit  center  on  largely  vacant  BART- 
owned  land  east  of  Osgood  Road,  which  will  eventually  be  a BART  parking  lot  The  conceptual 
designs  for  the  proposed  projects  are  complete. 

The  Montclair  transit  center  would  serve  as  a key  facility  in  the  implementation  of  timed  transfer 
network  in  Oakland  area.  However,  since  problems  regarding  the  site  location  exist,  the  District 
will  identify  several  potential  sites  in  close  coordination  with  property  owners,  merchants  and 
neighboring  communities  to  determine  the  overall  feasibility  of  retaining  Montclair  as  a potential 
transit  center  site. 

Over  the  years  the  District  has  received  numerous  complaints  from  patrons  regarding  the 
deterioration  of  the  Yerba  Buena  facility  and  increased  incidents  of  crime.  Yerba  Buena  is  located 
at  40th  and  San  Pablo  Avenues.  This  is  one  of  AC  Transit's  major  transfer  points  for  connection 
with  transbay  lines  and  other  locations.  The  facility  is  surrounded  by  legal  gambling  casinos  and 
night  clubs.  Many  homeless  also  frequent  this  area.  Patrons,  particularly  women  are  frequently 
approached  for  money  or  with  lewd  conversation.  AC  Transit  owns  only  a small  strip  of  land  (right 
of  way).  Security  and  convenience  modifications  for  this  area  will  be  analyzed  as  a result  of  ihc 
District's  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  to  determine  the  best  way  to  remedy  present 
conditions.  Several  of  the  possible  alternatives  are: 

1.  Improve  present  site, 

2.  Expand  present  site  by  procuring  adjoining  parcel  and  rebuild,  or 

3.  Select  an  alternative  location. 

4.  Relocate  the  center  to  40th  Street  in  conjunction  with  the  Catellus  project 

This  project  has  been  shifted  to  FY  1994-95  of  the  Transit  Capital  Priorities  Program  as  the  District 
believes  it  is  important  to  determine  the  impact  the  CSP  will  have  on  the  needs  of  the  Yerba 
Buena  Transfer  point 

Rising  construction  costs  and  the  strong  possibility  that  this  project  will  require  the  purchase  of 
additional  land,  either  at  the  present  site  or  at  an  alternative  site,  further  support  this  funding 
request 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-35- 


December  1994 


AC  Transit 

AC3  - Transit  Centers  Development 


Page  7 


TABLE-1 

COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICE  PLAN 
TRANSIT  CENTERS 


BART  STATIONS 


Estimated  Number 
of  Bus  Bays  Required 
for  Each  Facility 


Richmond 

10 

2^ 

El  Cerrito/Del  Norte 

13 

1" 

El  Cerrito  Plaza 

9 

2^ 

Oakland  West 

6 

2^ 

Fruitvale 

12 

1^ 

Coliseum 

10 

2^ 

San  Leandro 

12 

1" 

Bayfair 

18 

1^ 

Hayward 

17 

12 

South  Hayward 

9 

2^ 

Union  City 

16 

1^ 

Fremont 

19 

1" 

Irvington 

9 

12 

OTHER  TRANSIT  CENTERS 

HiUtop  Mall 

10 

2 

Contra  Costa  College 

14 

1^ 

Chabot  College 

12 

1 

Southshore  Shopping  Center 

4 

2 

Montclair 

11 

l2 

Eastmont  Mall 

7 

12 

Newark 

8 

2 

Newpark  Mall 

7 

2 

' Priority  I transit  centers  are  those  which  should  be  completed  prior  to  the  implementation  of 
restructured  service,  and  will  require  interim  facilities  until  the  permanent  facility  is  builL 

^ Existing  or  interim  facility  is  built. 

^ Poor  on-street  stop  locations  discourage  transferring  and  probably  any  growth  at  these  sites. 
New  facilities  will  need  to  be  constructed  for  optimum  operation. 

^ Indicates  transit  center  under  construction  or  completed  as  of  July  1993. 
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Group  #1 


Group  #2 


Group  #3 


Group  #4 


TABLE-2 

COMPREHENSIVE  SERVICE  PLAN 
TRANSIT  CENTER 

GEOGRAPHICAL  PROJECT  GROUPINGS 


PRIORITY  I SITES  PRIORITY  II  SITES 

El  Cerrito  del  Norte  BART  Hilltop  Mall 
Contra  Costa  College  Richmond  BART 

El  Cerrito  Plaza  BART 


Fruitvale  BART  Oakland  West  BART 

Montclair  Coliseum  BART 

Eastmont  Mall  Southshore  Shopping  Center 

San  Leandro  BART  South  Hayward  BART  Station 

Bayfair  BART 
Hayward  BART 
Southland  Mall/ 

Chabot  College 

Union  City  BART 
Fremont  BART 
Irvington  BART 


Newark 
Newpark  Mall 
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PROJECT  JUSTmCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  AC7  - Replace/Upgrade  DP  Systems 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace/upgrade  DP  systems  with  systems  (and  hardware)  that  will 
support  user  and  District  requirements. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (13)  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY  1994  - 2003;  73  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 201,274  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  S 50,319  SOURCE:  Toll  Bridge  Revenues 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 251,593 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

0.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)  (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15301 

1.  PLANNING  JUSTmCATION: 

Private  Sector 

*The  Private  Sector  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  above  project  at  a public  hearing 
held  each  year  in  conjunction  with  other  regional  transit  operators  and  coordinated  by  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  This  public  hearing  is  not  referenced  in  our 
SRTP.  Notification  of  this  hearing  is  via  newspaper  ads  and  through  a mailing  to  private 
sector  providers. 

This  submission  is  based  on  our  Data  Processing  System  Upgrade/  Replacement  Program  that  has 
been  submitted  in  previous  years.  A District  funded  Information  Systems  needs  assessment  study 
has  been  conducted.  The  projects  outlined  below  will  benefit  the  s^ety  of  the  on-street  service  as 
reliable  and  up-to-date  information  on  which  to  base  well  informed  management  decisions  will  be 
provided  in  a more  timely  fashion.  Management  decisions  based  on  this  information  will  involve 
all  aspects  of  District  operations,  including  maintenance  of  the  revenue  fleet.  The  District  has 
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funded  the  Data  Processing  System  Replacement/Upgrade  Program  in  recent  years  with  District 
funds. 

The  estimated  cost  for  FY  94-95  is  $251,593.  Proposed  projects  include  improving; 
telecommunications  throughout  the  District;  upgrading  District  management  information  systems; 
upgrading  the  District's  PC  network;  computer  hardware  upgrades  and  fully  computerizing  the 
District's  fuel  islands.  Many  of  the  other  projects  proposed  to  be  funded  in  the  TIP  also  include 
components  that  impact  the  District's  data  processing  system.  Those  projects  include  replacing  the 
fare  collection  system;  replacing  the  radio  communication  system;  installing  an  A VM/AVL  system; 
and  installing  an  automatic  passenger  counting  system. 

Upgrade  MTS 

The  District  currently  has  in  place  many  systems  designed  to  gather  information  at  the  detail  level 
and  assist  the  various  deparments  and  maintenance  areas  in  performing  their  functions. 

It  is  now  possible  to  implement  Management  Systems  that  will  channel  this  up-to-date  information 
to  the  managers,  thus  assisting  them  in  making  well  informed  decisions. 

Transportation  Superintendents  could  make  use  of  up-to-date  information  concerning  driver 
preparedness,  pending  Driver  License  renewals,  pending  driver  re-training,  absenteeism,  daily  run 
requirements,  upcoming  operator  awards,  customer  complaints,  accident  reports,  out-lates  and 
missed  runs. 

Maintenance  Superintendents  could  make  use  of  information  concerning  the  mechanics  and  vehicle 
statistics  such  as  number  of  daily  road  calls,  vehicle  assignments,  open  work  orders,  parts 
availability,  budget  and  cost  data  as  well  as  general  personnel  information  such  as  absenteeism  and 
pending  Driver  License  renewals. 

It  is  conceived  that  the  proposed  MIS  system  will  transmit  data  from  the  centralized  computers 
over  high  speed  communication  links  to  department  or  personal  computers.  The  information  will 
be  specific  to  the  particular  department  or  person  and  available  for  instant  access,  as  needed. 

PC  Network 


A PC  Network  is  an  essential  part  of  making  a system  such  as  the  above  proposed  MIS  system 
work  properly. 

Additionally,  a PC  network  facilitates  transferring  electronic  mail  and  messaging,  spreadsheets, 
graphics  and  other  computerized  information  that  help  the  users  make  more  efficient  use  of  their 
time  as  well  as  having  vital  information  available  where  it  is  needed  in  a timely  manner. 

A PC  Network  reduces  PC  software  costs  allowing  use  of  licensed  copies  of  the  software  without 
the  need  for  each  individual  PC  user  to  retain  their  own  licensed  copy.  This  reduces  the  number 
of  licensed  copies  an  organization  requires.  It  will  also  ensure  that  all  users  are  on  the  same 
version  of  a software  package. 
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This  software  can  be  centrally  supported  and  backed-up,  thus  reducing  the  load  on  individual  PC 
users.  Centralized  back-up  is  essential.  Because  it  so  cumbersome  to  back-up  a PC,  it  is  often  not 
done.  Centralized  back-up  is  fast  and  easy  on  the  user,  therefore  it  is  more  likely  to  be  done 
regularly. 

Computer  Hardware  Upgrades 

The  District  has  four  (4)  Hewlett  Packard  Model  70  large  Mini-Computers.  As  the  maintenace 
costs  increase  on  these  computers,  it  becomes  desireable  to  upgrade  these  to  two  (2)  newer,  higher 
capacity  models.  The  new  computers  will  be  faster,  require  less  energy  and  be  cheaper  to  maintain 
than  the  District's  present  equipment. 

It  is  the  District's  strategy  to  maintain  one  (1)  or  two  (2)  smaller  computers  as  opposed  a single 
very  large  machine.  This  will  give  us  the  ability  to  mirror  image  data  bases  and  provide 
imintemipted  service  to  the  users. 

Telecommunications 


The  on-line  aspects  of  the  above  mentioned  systems  will  require  improved  data  communications 
throughout  the  District.  Digital  service,  now  offered  by  the  carriers  is  both  more  cost  effective  and 
more  reliable  than  the  analog  and  modem  service  now  used  within  the  District. 

The  broad  band  digital  service  will  accommodate  both  voice  and  data  transmissions  while  providing 
the  data  transmission  speeds  essential  for  Management  Information  Systems. 

Effective  communications  is  directly  related  to  productivity,  reliability  of  service  and,  therefore, 
cost. 

Communication  links  currently  cost  the  District  approximately  thirty-five  thousand  dollars  ($35,000) 
per  month.  The  digital  service  will  reduce  this  by  several  thousand  dollars  while  improving  the 
reliability  and  capability  needed  to  install  additional  systems. 

Currently  the  District's  systems  depend  on  outdated,  expensive  and  trouble  prone  analog 
communications.  When  problems  occur,  it  is  necessary  to  dispatch  personnel  to  each  end  of  the 
line  to  trouble  shoot  the  problem(s).  Sometimes  this  also  requires  replacing  equipment  with  a 
spare  and/or  calling  AT&T  or  Pacific  Bell  to  repair  the  lines.  Recently,  our  Richmond  Division 
has  had  serious  communications  failures  in  the  Maintenance  Section.  These  failures  seriously 
impact  our  ability  to  perform  timely  maintenance  and  accurate  vehicle  dispatch  to  the  scheduled 
runs. 


Additionally,  a reliable  high  speed  communication  link  with  the  Divisions  is  essential  to  implement 
a management  Information  system  that  will  assist  managers  and  superintendents  in  making  well 
informed  decisions,  including  schedule  and  budget/operating  expense  related  items.  Handling 
customer  complaints  properly  also  requires  communications  that  we  cannot  currently  provide. 

The  morale  of  the  Operators  and  Maintenance  personnel,  as  well  as  the  proper  handling  of 
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disciplinary  problems  requires  information  that  is  kept  centrally  to  be  easily  and  readily  available 
to  appropriate  supervisory  personnel,  and  it  must  be  accurate  and  reliable.  The  MIS  system  that 
will  provide  this  information  will  depend  on  the  proposed  communication  network. 

A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 

1.  This  project  is  nQl  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project. 

B.  Project  Merit 

1.  These  projects  will  benefit  the  safety  of  the  on-street  service  as  it  will  provide  timely, 
reliable  and  up-to-date  information  on  which  to  base  well  informed  management 
decisions.  These  decisions  will  involve  all  aspects  of  District  operations,  including 
maintenance  of  the  revenue  fleet. 

2.  These  projects  will  produce  direct  benefits  to  internal  system  productivity  and 
efficiency  in  that  it  will  implement  new  systems  that  will  be  much  less  time 
consuming  and  costly  to  maintain  and  modify  and  will  also  provide  for  user  oriented 
computerization  of  processes  that  are,  at  present,  quite  often  done  manually. 

3.  These  projects  will  not  directly  address  significant  or  regional  goals  or  policies. 

4.  These  projects  do  include  replacement/upgrade  of  hardware  and  management 
information  systems  that  will  enable  us  to  make  better  informed  management 
decisions  regarding  maintenance  of  the  revenue  fleet  and  provision  of  quality  service 
and,  thus,  will  provide  for  a better  maintaining  of  existing  service. 


(CG:D;\WPDOCS\nP_95\POP\9394AC7.TIP) 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  BART 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San 
Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 


$93,286,228 
$3,443,411 
$5,000,000 
$.1 01 .729.^39 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 


Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 

Net 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

BART 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Proposed 

State 

Proposed 

Local 

Total 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

BA25(94)swa  Station  & Gdwy  Rehab.  ” 

9 

$2,300,000 

■ $0 

$575,000 

$2,875,000 

BA95020  ADA  Elevetor  Re-design 

9 

$640,000 

$0 

$160,000 

$800,000 

Totals: 

$2,940,000 

so 

$735,000 

$3,675,000 

Total  Grantee  Program: 


$2.940.000 


* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94 
of  MTC's  FY94  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

(J\me  07,  1993,  revised  March  16,  1994  and  November  18,  1994) 

1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  STATION  & GUIDEWAY  REHABILITATION  FY94 

(R-STGD94 .PJW) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  various  worn  and  obsolete  components 

and  subsystems,  and  rehabilitate  various 
facilities,  in  stations. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 (Passenger  Stations) 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  CIP  34,35,36,46  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 2,300,000  SOURCE:  Section  9 

Capital  Transfer  from 
San  Diego  MTDB 


7. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

$ 575,000 

SOURCE : Bridge 

Tolls 

8. 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

$ 2,875,000 

see  Expenditure 

Plan 

9. 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) , CE  (15),  (18) 

CEQA  STATUS:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  funding  will  be  applied  toward  individual  high  priority  projects 
such  as:  Repair  structural  damage  in  platform  substructures 

($389,869);  Replace  anti-skid  coatings  on  station  stairs  ($275,000); 
Repair  structural  damage  to  Lake  Merritt  Station  roof  ($355,000); 
Replace  radio  call  voice  recorders  ($50,000);  Corrosion  protection  of 
steel  tunnel  liner  rings  and  structural  girders  ($700,000);  Replace 
subway  sump  pumps  ($1,782,000) . 

This  project  is  to  replace  various  worn  and  obsolete  components  of  the 
stations.  Passengers  will  directly  benefit  due  to  added  comfort  and 
convenience.  Maintenance  efficiencies  result  when  old  equipment  is 
replaced  with  modern  equipment . 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Date:  November  18,  1994 

Project:  Station  & Guideway  Rehabilitation  FY94 

Operator:  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


I IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 


FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  95  i FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


Develop 

Specification 


Bid /Award 
Delivery 


Installation 


delivery  of 


individual  elements  will  vary 
I |___. 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 


FY  94 

■1 

1 

1 FY  95 
1 

-1 

1 

1 FY  96 
1 

---1  - 

1 

1 FY  97 
1 - - 

1,192 

. 1 _ 

1 837 

■ 1 

1 270 

1 

1 

1 

1 

298 

1 

1 209 

1 

1 

1 68 
1 

1 

1 

1 - . 

1,490 

1 

1 1,046 

■ 1 

1 338 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC . 9 
STATE/LOCAL 
TOTAL  FUNDS 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95  of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 
(November  29,  1993) 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Key  Station  Flan  Implementation  - Elevator  at 

12th  Street  Station 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Implementation  of  the  12th  Street  Station 

elevator  modification  element  of  the  District's  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  Key  Station  Plan  as  required  in  49  CFR,  Part  37, 
Section  37.47. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 (Stations),  21  (Accessibility) 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  SRTP  ; CIP  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $640,000  SOURCE:  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $160,000  SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $800,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  FY  93  Section  9 $376,000  Signage 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)  , Categorical  Exclusion  (15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  15301  Existing  Facilities  Class  I 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  yoiir  adopted  policy? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

No.  Yes*:  Will  be  competitively  bid 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


The  $640^000  in  Section  9 funding  will  enable  the  District  to  proceed 
with  the  required  engineering  and  modifications  for  the  12th  Street 
Station  elevator. 

KEY  STATION  PLAN  BACKGROUND 

In  July  1992,  the  BART  Board  of  Directors  adopted  the  Key  Station  Plan 
in  response  to  the  American  With  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  . The  Plan  was 
prepared  in  compliance  with  regulations  set  forth  in  49  CFR  Part  37, 
Section  37.47  including  Appendix  A,  Section  10.3.2.  The  purpose  of  the 
Plan  was  to  evaluate  the  BART  system  and  to  set  forth  a program  for 
implementation  of  Key  Station  accessibility  improvements. 

The  Plan  includes:  Determination  of  Key  Stations;  Evaluation  of  Existing 
Station  Conditions;  Improvements  Needed  to  Meet  ADA  Regulations:  Costs 
and  Implementation  Schedule;  Explanation  of  Public  Participation  and 
Public  Comments.  The  target  date  for  Key  Station  Plan  compliance  is 
June  1997.  The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  identified  the  following  eleven 
first  priority  Key  Stations:  12th  Street,  Concord,  Montgomery,  19th 

Street,  Fremont,  Powell,  Berkeley,  Embarcadero,  Civic  Center,  Coliseum, 
Daly  City.  The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  identified  the  following  nine 
second  priority  Key  Stations:  Lake  Merritt,  Hayward,  Richmond, 
MacArthur,  Walnut  Creek,  Bay  Fair,  24th/Mission,  Balboa  Park,  El  Cerrito 
Del  Norte. 

Of  the  twenty  Key  Stations,  the  first  priority  stations  met  most  of  the 
criteria  for  evaluating  stations,  while  second  priority  stations  met 
fewer  criteria.  In  general,  first  priority  stations  would  be 
implemented  sooner  than  second  priority  stations. 

Key  Station  Improvement 

Lighting  & Accessible 
Fare  Equipment  PE 
Accessible  Route/ 

Entry  Signage 
Informational  Signage 
Elevator-12th  Street  Station 
Accessible  Fare  Equipment 
Total  Estimated  Project  Cost 


Completion 


Apr  94 

Aug  94 
Dec  94 
Jun  97 
Jun  97 


Cost 


$ 207,000 

$ 400,000 

$ 345,000 

$ 800,000 
$15,000,000 
$16,752,000 
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FUNDING  REQUIREMENTS  ($  thousands) 


Activity  FFY  93 

Illumination/brochures 
and  route  signage  482 

Route/ information  signage 

Elevator- 12th  Street 

Accessible  Fare  Equipment 

JUSTIFICATION 

• ADA  Key  Station  Plan  and  implementation  requirements  are  set  forth 
in  49  CFR  Part  37,  Section  37.47. 

• The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  was  adopted  in  July  1992,  in  compliance 
with  Federal  regulations.  The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  calls  for 
implementation  of  all  Key  Station  improvements  by  June  1997. 

• The  proposed  project  is  considered  to  be  an  urgent  project  as  the 
FTA  has  determined  that  reasonable  cause  exists  to  believe  that 
BART  is  in  noncompliance  with  key  station  provisions  of  the  ADA. 
The  District  has  requested  time  extensions  for  implementation  of 
the  Plan,  and  is  entering  negotiations  wit  the  FTA  to  develop  a 
voluntary  compliance  agreement. 

• Proposed  Project  funding  is  essential  to  meet  the  June  1997 
deadline. 

• Improvements  to  BART  Key  Stations  will  improve  the  overall 
accessibility  of  the  BART  system  for  persons  with  disabilities  and 
will  mcike  the  BART  system  more  convenient  to  use  by  all  passengers. 

• The  BART  Key  Station  Plan  was  subject  to  an  extensive  public 
participation  process. 

• The  BART  Accessibility  Task  Force,  an  advisory  committee  of  the 
elderly  and  disability  community  recommended  the  BART  Key  Station 
Plan  in  June  1992. 

• The  District  has  requested  time  extensions  for  implementation  in 
order  to  perform  the  required  project  scoping,  design,  public 
review,  need  for  additional  professional  resources,  availability  of 
funding,  identification  of  acceptable  industry  standards,  project 
costs,  construction  and  procurement  procedures  required  by  Federal, 
State  and  local  regulations  for  each  station,  would  result  in 
extraordinarily  expensive  structural  changes  to,  or  replacement  of 
existing  facilities  that  are  of  similar  magnitude  and  cost  to  major 
facilities  alterations  and  meet  the  FTA  threshold  for  Key  Stations. 


FFY  94  FFY  95 


470 

1,500 


6,000  7,500 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  ADA  Key  Station  Plan  Implementation  - Elevator  at  12th 

Street  Station 

Operator:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
Date:  November  23,  1993 


j IMPLEMENTATION | 
i SCHEDULE:  | 

1 1 . 

FFY  95 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4j 

FFY  96 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

1 

Q4! 

1 . 

1 

1 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 
1 - 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4[ 

1 1 

('Engineering  & | 

[Modification  j 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

j EXPENDITURE  | 
i PLAN  (000$):  1 

1 1 . 

FFY  95 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

! FTA  SEC.  9 [ 

! BRIDGE  TOLLS  | 
1 1 

640 

160 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

! TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

1 1 . 

800 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  CCCTA 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment:  $93,286,228 

FY  1 993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $3,443,41 1 

Section  9 FY  1 995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San  $5,000,000 

Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 

Total:  $101.729.639 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 

Operating  Assistance  Section  9 Net 


Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

CCCTA 

$1,365,775 

$13,234,738 

14,600,513 

Capital  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

CC95002  Replacement  Buses 

13 

$2,211,190 

$0 

$530,300 

$2,741 ,490 

CC95003  Expansion  Paratransit  Vans-ADA 

13 

$467,250 

$0 

$94,310 

$561,560 

CC95010  Replacement  Paratransit  Vans 

13 

$140,175 

$0 

$28,293 

$168,468 

Totals: 

$2.818.615 

$0 

$652,903 

S3.471.518 

Total  Grantee  Program: 

$4,184,390 

* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * ". 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** 
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CCCTA  #2 


CC95002 

Revision  Date:  September  26.  1994 

Submission  Date:  Oaober  1994 

Fiscal  Year:  Multiple  (1994-2001) 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine-year  Program 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority  (CCCTA) 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Project  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  revenue 
vehicles  (buses)  at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives  including  associated  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  27-33 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $See  Below 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $$ee  Below 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $See  Below 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771. 117(c) (17). 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302. 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  CCCTA  buses  at  the  end  of  their  useful 
lives.  Consistent  with  federal  policy,  CCCTA's  standard  for  replacement  of  revenue 
vehicles  is  after  twelve  (12)  years  of  service,  each  bus  will  be  equipped  with  a farebox.  Bus 
Ticket  Validator,  two-way  radio,  air  conditioning,  elearonic  headsign,  wheelchair  lift,  and 
other  equipment  needed  to  comply  with  ADA.  Project  costs  also  include  spare  parts, 
engines  and  project  management. 

Routine  replacement  of  CCCTA's  revenue  fleet  is  essential  to  the  safe  and  economical 
provision  of  local  mass  transportation  services.  After  12  years  of  continuous  service, 
transit  coaches  are  at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives,  notwithstanding  a regular  preventative 
maintenance  program.  By  this  time,  12-year  old  buses  can  no  longer  be  operated  without 
incurring  significantly  increased  maintenance  costs  as  components  begin  to  fail.  By 
regularly  replacing  antiquated  coaches,  CCCTA  can  continue  to  operate  efficient,  safe  and 
reliable  bus  service  that  is  not  subject  to  disruption  and  patron  inconvenience  because  of 
breakdowns  and  roadcalls. 

As  this  project  involves  the  replacement  of  worn  equipment  on  a one-for-one  basis,  there 
are  no  unique  or  incremental  costs  directly  associated  with  this  project.  CCCTA  does  not 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 
SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 
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expect  to  incur  additional  costs  as  a result  of  this  project.  In  fact,  this  project  is  an  essential 
element  in  CCCTA's  efforts  to  continue  operating  safe,  reliable  and  economical  bus  service. 
The  foregoing  of  this  project  would  likely  result  in  additional  costs  as  buses  that  have 
exceeded  their  useful  lives  require  higher  levels  of  maintenance  and,  consequently,  labor 
hours  and  parts  to  be  kept  in  service. 

This  project  includes  replacement  of  buses  over  a seven  (7)  year  period.  The  chart  below 
indicates,  by  fiscal  year,  the  buses  to  be  replaced  and  their  total  cost. 


Fiscal  Year 

Number  of 

Bus  ID 

Total  Project 

Federal  Share 

Local  Share 

Buses 

Numbers 

Cost* 

1994 

30 

100-129 

$8,268,750 

$6,666,420 

$1,602,330 

1995 

10 

500-509 

$2,741,490 

$2,211,190 

$530,300 

1996 

10 

600-609 

$3,038,770 

$2,449,910 

$588,860 

1997 

10 

700-709 

$3,190,700 

$2,572,410 

$618,290 

1998 

14 

300-313 

$4,690,336 

$3,752,268 

$938,068 

1998 

7 

800-806 

$2,345,168 

$1,840,721 

$454,447 

2000 

10 

900-909 

$3,693,640 

$2,977,890 

$715,750 

2001 

13 

1000-1012 

$5,041,819 

$4,053,625 

$988,198 

2001 

8 

1100-1107 

$3,102,658 

$2,494,537 

$680,121 

*Project  cost  subject  to  revision  per  RTCC  Finance  Committee  standards. 
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Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
Capital  Project  Implementation  Schedule/Expenditure  Plan 


Project  Title:  Replacement  Buses 


Fiscal  Year:  94/95 


Implementation  Schedule 


Activity 

Issue  procurement  documents: 
Open  bids/ proposals: 

Select  vendor: 

Execute  contract  with  vendor: 
Complete  procurement  of  goods: 
Close-out  project: 


Completion  Date 
8 weeks  from  receipt  of  funds* 

14  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
18  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
22  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
26  to  52  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
52  to  60  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 


Expenditure  PJan 


Commit  funds  (to  vendor): 
Progress  payments: 

Project  completion: 

Final  Payment: 

^Receipt  of  funds  from  FTA 


22  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds* 
Percentage  or  fixed  amount  based  on 
contract  specifics 

26  to  52  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
Within  10  weeks  of  project  completion 
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CC95003 

CCCTA  #:  3 Revision  Date:  September  26, 1994 

Submission  Date:  Oaober  1994 

Fiscal  Year:  Multiple  (1994-1997) 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine-year  Program 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority  (CCCTA) 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion  Paratransit  Vans-ADA 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  additional  paratransit  vans  and  related 
equipment  needed  to  comply  with  ADA  requirements. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  27-33  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ See  Below  SOURCE:  FTA  Seaion  3/9 

7.  PROPOSEDLOCALMATCH:  $ See  Below  SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ See  Below 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(17). 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302. 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

CCCTA  officially  assumed  responsibility  for  paratransit  services  within  its  service  area 
effective  January  1,  1990.  As  part  of  the  task  of  assuming  complete  responsibility  for 
paratransit  services  in  central  Contra  Costa  County,  CCCTA  conducted  an  assessment  of 
the  existing  level  of  paratransit  services  in  central  county  as  well  as  existing  demand.  In 
addition,  CCCTA  has  completed  a draft  1992  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act  of  1990 
(ADA)  Compliance  Plan  outlining  future  paratransit  demand  and  detailing  a plan  of  action 
to  efficiently  and  effectively  meet  that  demand. 

As  documented  in  both  the  draft  1992  CCCTA  ADA  Paratransit  Compliance  Plan  and 
the  1994  CCCTA  TDP  update,  planning  for  future  paratransit  services  in  central  Contra 
Costa  County  show  that  an  expansion  of  services  will  be  imperative  in  order  to  meet 
future  service  demand  with  any  kind  of  consistency,  reliability,  and  effectiveness. 
Currently,  paratransit  service  cannot  keep  up  with  the  existing  demand.  This  will  only  be 
exacerbated  if  service  is  not  steadily  increased  over  time.  If  CCCTA  is  to  increase 
paratransit  service,  it  is  imperative  that  CCCTA  be  able  to  increase  the  number  of  revenue 
vehicles  available  to  provide  paratransit  services. 
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Withstanding  the  increasing  demand  for  paratransit  services  in  Central  County,  CCCTA 
will  have  to  significantly  increase  paratransit  services  in  order  to  be  in  compliance  with  the 
recently  passed  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  of  1990  (ADA).  The  guidelines  require  a 
reasonable  level  of  equity  between  fixed-route  services  and  paratransit  services  offered  by 
individual  operators.  This  means  that  CCCTA  will  have  to  increase  its  level  of  paratransit 
services  in  order  to  be  in  reasonable  balance  with  CCCTA's  fixed-route  level  of  service. 

To  provide  this  increase  in  paratransit  services  will  require  an  increase  in  revenue  vehicles 
available  to  provide  paratransit  services.  Again,  this  is  documented  in  the  1993  CCCTA 
ADA  Compliance  Plan. 

Funding  to  operate  the  additional  service  that  this  expansion  van  will  support  will 
primarily  come  from  Measure  C funding  (Contra  Costa  County's  local  transportation 
sales  tax).  This  funding  source  is  expected  to  increase  by  about  85%  between  fiscal  year 
1992  and  fiscal  year  1998.  This  funding  source  typically  accounts  for  between  50%  to  60% 
of  the  total  CCCTA  paratransit  funding  in  any  given  fiscal  year  of  the  ten-year  planning 
period.  Additionally,  TDA  Article  4.5  revenues  are  expected  to  grow  by  about  42% 
between  fiscal  year  1992  and  fiscal  year  1998  and  fare  revenue  is  expected  to  grow  by  about 
24%.  A portion  of  the  growth  in  these  two  funding  sources  will  also  go  to  support  the 
operations  of  additional  paratransit  services.  This  project,  which  entails  purchasing 
expansion  paratransit  vans,  will  occur  over  a four  year  period  as  follows: 

Fiscal  Year  Number  of  Vans  Total  Project  Cost*  Federal  Share  Local  Share 

1994  1 $530,622  $424,497  $106,125 

1995  10  $561,560  $467,250  $94,310 

1997  5 $339,560  $257,575  $81,985 

*Project  cost  subject  to  revision  per  RTCC  Finance  Committee  standards. 
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Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
Capital  Project  Implementation  Schedule/Expenditure  Plan 


Project  Title:  Expansion  Paratransit  Vans- AD  A 


Fiscal  Year:  94-97 


Implementation  Schedule 


Activity 

Issue  procurement  documents: 
Open  bids/proposals: 

Select  vendor: 

Execute  contract  with  vendor: 
Complete  procurement  of  goods: 
Close-out  project: 


Completion  Date 
8 weeks  from  receipt  of  funds’®’ 

14  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
18  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
22  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
26  to  52  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
52  to  60  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 


Expenditure  Plan 


Commit  funds  (to  vendor): 
Progress  payments: 

Project  completion: 

Final  Payment: 

*Receipt  of  funds  from  FTA 


22  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds’®" 
Percentage  or  fixed  amount  based  on 
contract  specifics 

26  to  52  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
Within  10  weeks  of  project  completion 
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CC95010 

CCCTA  #:  4 Revision  Date:  September  26, 1994 

Submission  Date:  Oaober  1994 

Fiscal  Year:  Multiple  (1995-2003) 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine-year  Program 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority  (CCCTA) 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Paratransit  Vans 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Project  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  paratransit 
vehicles  at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives,  including  associated  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  27-33 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ See  Below 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ See  Below 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ See  Below 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(17). 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302. 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  program  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  its  fleet  of  paratransit  vans  and  related 
equipment.  It  is  based  on  a replacement  schedule  that  replaces  vehicles  after  four  (4)  years 
and/or  100,000  miles  (when  paratransit  vans  reach  the  end  of  their  useful  lives).  As  of 
January  1,  1990,  CCCTA  assumed  administrative  responsibility  for  paratransit  operations 
in  CCCTA's  service  area.  Thus,  CCCTA  will  need  to  continue  replacing  these  vehicles  as 
they  wear  out.  This  project  is  intended  to  meet  that  responsibility. 

As  this  project  involves  the  replacement  of  worn  equipment  on  a one-for-one  basis,  there 
are  no  unique  or  incremental  costs  directly  associated  with  this  projea.  CCCTA  does  not 
expect  to  incur  additional  costs  as  a result  of  this  project.  In  fact,  this  project  is  an  essential 
element  in  CCCTA's  efforts  to  continue  operating  safe,  reliable  and  economical 
paratransit  service. 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  FTA  Seaion  9 
SOURCE:  Bridge  Tolls 
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Paratransit  Van  Replacement  Schedule 


Fiscal  Year  Number  of  Vans  Total  Project  Cost* 

Federal  Share 

Local  Share 

1995 

3 

$168,909 

$140,175 

$28,293 

1997 

16 

$1,179,429 

$824,240 

$166,352 

1998 

1 

$65,178 

$54,086 

$10,921 

1999 

8 

$547,496 

$454,360 

$91,704 

2000 

5 

$359,295 

$298,175 

$60,180 

2001 

21 

$1,584,492 

$1,314,847 

$265,498 

2002 

1 

$79,017 

$65,742 

$13,275 

,2003 

8 

$663,743 

$552,234 

$111,509 

Flex-Van  Replacement  Schedule 

1996 

4 

$235,856 

$196,244 

$39,612 

2000 

4 

$286,684 

$238,540 

$48,144 

•oject  cost  subject 

to  revision  per  RTCC  Finance  Committee  standards. 

)jea  includes  wheelchair  lifts  and  tie  downs,  fareboxes,  BTV  units,  radios. 

air  conditioning. 

spare  components,  project  oversight,  and  tax  and  delivery. 
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Central  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority 
Capital  Project  Implementation  Schedule/Expenditure  Plan 


Project  Title:  Replacemem  Paratransit  Vans 


Fiscal  Year:Jg25z2Qm 


Implemeatation  Schgduk 


Activity 

Issue  procurement  documents: 
Open  bids/ proposals: 

Selea  vendor: 

Execute  contract  with  vendor: 
Complete  procurement  of  goods: 
Close-out  project: 


Completion  Date 
8 weeks  from  receipt  of  funds’*’ 

14  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
18  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
22  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
26  to  52  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
52  to  60  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 


£xpe.ndit.ur.e..Elan 


Commit  funds  (to  vendor): 
Progress  payments: 

Projea  completion: 

Final  Payment: 

’‘■Receipt  of  funds  from  FT  A 


22  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds’*" 
Percentage  or  fixed  amount  based  on 
contract  specifics 

26  to  52  weeks  from  receipt  of  funds 
Within  10  weeks  of  project  completion 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  GGBHTD 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment  $93,286,228 

Pr'  1993-94  Carryover  Funds;  $3,443,411 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San  $5,000,000 

Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 

Total:  $101,729,639 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 


Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 

Net 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

GGBHTD 

$1,396,701 

$51,754,399 

$53,151,100 

Capital 

Projects 

Score 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Match 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

GG95042 

RepI  Fuel  System  (LRK) 

13 

$1,173,600 

$146,700 

$146,700 

$1,467,000 

GG95041 

RepI  Gangway/Float 

13 

$664,000 

$83,000 

$83,000 

$830,000 

GG95030 

Paratransit  Sched.  Database 

13 

$108,800 

$0 

$27,200 

$136,000 

GG95040 

Replace  Fuel  Tanks  (SRO  & Nov) 

13 

$919,200 

$0 

$229,800 

$1,149,000 

GG94 

Expansion  Ferry  Vessel  * 

$3,443,411 

$2,008,689 

$647,900 

$6,100,000 

Totals: 

$6,309,011 

S2.238.389 

SI. 134.600 

S9  682.000 

Total  Grantee  Program: 


$7.705.712 


* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked " * ". 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-60- 


December  1994 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  FY  1994/95 

of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR : GGBHTD 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  - Replace  Fuel  System  -Phase 

11 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  fuel  storage  subsystem  as  Phase  II  of 

a project  to  upgrade  the  fuel  system  at  the  Larkspur  ferry  terminal. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Operating  Yards  and  Station,  Passenger  Parking 

Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  p.  97  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-52 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,173,600  SOURCE:  FTA  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $293,400  SOURCE:  TCI,STA,OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,467,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.117(c) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal .Admin . Code , Section  15302  class  II 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  is  a high  priority  project  that  will  be  constructed  in  two 
phases.  The  District  received  from  MTC  staff  an  emergency  advancement 
of  the  Phase  I - Replace  Fuel  Delivery  Subsystem  portion  of  this 
project  in  the  amount  of  $750,000  in  FY  1992/93.  Phase  II  - Replace 
Fuel  Storage  Subsystem  is  programmed  in  MTC's  Regional  TIP  for  FY 
1994/95  FTA  funding. 

There  are  currently  four  75,000  gallon  diesel  fuel  storage  tanks  at 
the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  in  Marin  County.  The  diesel  tanks  were 
installed  when  the  facility  was  constructed  in  1975.  The  District 
must  replace  the  containment  and  monitoring  systems  in  accordance  with 
the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  Division  20,  Chapter  6.67  - 
Above  Ground  Storage  of  Petroleum,  Section  25270.7(c).  The  District 
has  recently  completed  preliminary  engineering  studies  which  identify 
replacement  of  the  existing  containment  and  monitoring  systems  as  the 
most  desirable  means  of  meeting  the  new  regulations. 
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This  project  is  essential  for  the  continued  operation  of  Larkspur 
ferry  service.  The  project  is  also  necessary  to  protect  the  natural 
environment  from  possible  contamination  as  a result  of  an  accidental 
diesel  fuel  discharge  into  the  Corte  Madera  Creek  and  San  Francisco 
Bay. 


' IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  January  14,  1991 

Project:  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  - Fuel  System  Replacement 

Operator : GGBHTD 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  Neg.Dec. 


1 IMPLEMENTATION 
1 SCHEDULE : 

FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 TASK  1: Board 
] Approval 

0 

1 TASK  2: Design 

* * * * 

1 TASK  3: Grant 
1 Approval 

0 

1 TASK  4: 

1 Neg.Dec. 

* 0 

1 TASK  5: 

1 Permits 

0 

1 TASK  6: Bid 
1 Specs 

' 

* * 

1 TASK  7: Bid 
1 Sc  Award 

* * 

1 TASK  8: 

1 Construct 

* * * * 

1 

1 
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O:  Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$)  : 

- 1 

1 

1 FY  94 


■■■  1 

1 

1 FY  95 


FY  96 

FY  97 

FTA  SEC . 9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

$1,173,600 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

$146,700 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OP 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

$146,700 

1 1 

TOTAL  FUNDS  | | 

- 1 1 

$1,467,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
Amended  For  FY  1994/95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR : GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replace  Terminal  Facilities 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Modify  gangways  and  replace  camel/fender 

floats  at  the  Larkspur  and  San  Francisco  ferry  terminals. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Operating  Yards  and  Station,  Passenger  Station 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  112  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-52 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $664,000  SOURCE:  FTA  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $166,000  SOURCE:  TCI,STA,OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $830,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $644,000  from  CA-90-X040,  $350,000  from  CA-90- 

X098,  $423,000  from  CA-90-X179 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.117(c) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code , Section  15302  class  II 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  replaces  and  rehabilitates  terminal  facilities 
necessairy  to  the  continuing  operation  of  the  Larkspur  and  San 
Francisco  ferry  terminals . 

The  steel  gangways  at  the  Larkspur  and  San  Francisco  terminals 
have  been  in  operation  since  the  terminals  were  opened  in  1976  and 
1978,  respectively.  Although  mechanically  sound,  the  gangways  have 
proven  to  be  a problem  to  the  vessels.  The  hydraulically  operated 
gangways  extend  from  the  dock  to  fix  upon  the  hull  of  the  vessel  at 
the  doorways  where  passengers  load  and  unload.  Due  to  their  weight, 
the  impact  of  the  gangways  on  the  vessel  hull  damages  the  hull. 
Periodic  repair  is  required.  It  is  proposed  to  modify  the  existing 
gangways  and  vessel  interfaces  to  alleviate  this  problem.  If  the 
gangways  and  interfaces  are  not  modified  the  damage  will  progress  and 
the  affected  portion  of  the  hull  will  have  to  be  replaced  at  greater 
cost.  Also,  in  conjunction  with  modifications  to  the  gangways,  the 
District  will  take  the  opportunity  to  bring  the  approach  ramps  and 
gangways  into  complete  compliance  with  ADA  regulations. 
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A series  of  styrofoam  camel  floats  supports  the  fenders  at  each 
of  the  berths  at  the  ferry  terminals . Their  buoyancy  decreases  with 
age.  To  assure  necessary  support  for  the  fenders,  the  camels  should 
be  replaced  every  15  years.  The  existing  14  year  old  camels  are 
showing  signs  of  deterioration.  It  is  proposed  to  replace  them  in 
FY95.  If  they  are  not  replaced  the  fenders  will  sink  and  the  safety 
of  vessel  docking  will  be  jeopardized. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  January  14,  1991 
Project:  Replace  Terminal  Facilities 

Operator : GGBHTD 


Initial  Clearances  Required:  none 


1 IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  94 

FY  95 

FY  96 

FY  97 

1 SCHEDULE : 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 TASK  1: Grant 

0 

1 Approval 

1 TASK  2: Design 

* * * 

1 TASK  3: Bid 

* 

1 Specs 

1 TASK  4: Bid 

* 

* 

1 & Award 

1 TASK  5: 

* * * * 

1 Construct 

0:  Clearances 

and  Approvals 

3 

1 EXPENDITURE 

1 PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  94 

FY  95 

FY  96 

FY  97 

1 FTA  SEC.  9 

$664,000 

1 FTA  SEC.  3 

1 OTHER  FED. 

1 STATE  TP&D 

1 ARTICLE  XIX 

$83,000 

1 RAIL  BONDS 

1 PCL  BONDS 

1 OTHER  STATE 

1 LOCAL  FUNDS 

$83,000 

1 SOURCE:  STA 

1 OP 

1 TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

$830,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
Projects  For  the  1994/95  Fiscal  Year 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Paratransit  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  and  install  automated  demand 

responsive  scheduling  system  for  ADA  complementary  paratransit 
services . 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  ADDENDUM  PAGE  REFERENCE:  p.lO  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  NA 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $108,800  SOURCE:  FTASec.  9, 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%)  : $27,200  SOURCE:  STA,OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $136,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771 . 117 (c)  ( 19 ) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal .Admin. Code,  Section  15302  class  2 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  pd  8,9 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  includes  purchase  and  installation  of  automated 
scheduling  equipment  to  be  used  to  coordinate  scheduling  of  both 
Marin  County  intracounty  paratransit  services  sponsored  by  the 
Marin  County  Transit  District  (MCTD)  and  Sonoma-Marin-San  Francisco 
intercounty  paratransit  services  sponsored  by  GGBHTD.  Both 
intracounty  and  intercounty  ADA  paratransit  service,  complementary 
to  Golden  Gate  Transit  (GGT)  fixed  route  service,  are  operated 
under  contract  by  the  Marin  Senior  Coordinating  Council.  These 
services  are  currently  scheduled  using  an  technologically  obsolete 
computer  assisted  scheduling  system. 

This  project  will  replace  the  current  scheduling  hardware  and 
software  with  a fully  automated  computerized  scheduling  system  that 
will  promote  more  effective  "real  time"  ride  scheduling  and 
cancellation/rescheduling  adjustments.  Proposed  software 
capabilities  include:  complete  client  travel  input  functions  with 
conditional  eligibility  distinctions,  service  area  boundary 
definition,  fully  documented  trip  records,  multi-operator  trip 
responsibility  assignment,  and  "real  time"  scheduling  based  on 
automatic  vehicle  location  (AVL)  and  geographic  information  system 
(GIS)  capabilities.  Mobile  display  terminals  and  AVL  transmitters 
will  be  installed  on  each  paratransit  vehicle.  The  new  base 
station  and  mobile  equipment  will  speed  the  flow  of  travel  data  to 
the  driver  while  easing  the  existing  radio  communications  capacity 
logjam. 

Implementation  of  this  project  is  estimated  to  result  in  an 
increase  in  service  productivity  of  20%  or  more  due  to  increased 
driver  efficiency  from  scheduling  additional  new  trips  and 
backfilled  cancelled  trips.  This  equates  to  an  increase  from  2.0 
to  2.4  passengers  carried  per  vehicle  hour,  or  an  additional  12,000 
passenger  trips  per  year,  with  no  increase  in  existing  operating 
subsidy. 

A further  important  benefit  of  the  project  includes  the  potential 
to  coordinate  automated  paratransit  scheduling  with  automated  GGT 
fixed  route  bus  scheduling.  (GGT  is  concurrently  automating  its 
fixed  route  scheduling  through  a separate  FY  1994/95  ISTEA 
project.)  Compatable  fixed  route  and  paratransit  scheduling  has 
the  potential  to  facilitate  effective  and  cost  efficient  scheduling 
of  linked  GGT  and  paratransit  trips. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  October  1994 

Project:  ADA  Para transit  Improvements 

Operator:  GGBHTD  Initial  Clearances  Required:  None 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  98 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


TASK  1: Grant 
Approval 


TASK  2: Specs 


TASK  3: Bid  & 
Award 


TASK  4: Detail 
System 


TASK  5: 
Delivery 


TASK  6: Test 
& Accept 


* 0 


O:  Clearances 


and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$): 


FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OPACITY 

TOTAL  FUNDS 


$108,800 


$ 27,200 


$136,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR : GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Santa  Rosa  Bus  Facility  - Fuel  Tank  Replacement 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Remove  and  replace  undergxound  fuel  storage 

tanks  and  fuel  lines  to  the  fuel  island  at  the  satellite  GGT  bus 
facility  in  Novato. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage,  Operating 

Yards  and  Station 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  114  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-52 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $492,800  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%)  : $123,200  SOURCE:  STA,OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $616,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.117(c) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code , Section  15302  class  II 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

There  are.  currently  two  12,000  gallon -diesel  fuel  storage  tanks 
at  the  District's  satellite  bus  facility  in  Santa  Rosa.  The  diesel 
tanks  were  installed  when  the  facility  was  constructed  in  1974 . The 
District  must  replace  the  tanks  in  accordance  with  Title  23  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code,  Chapter  3,  Water  Control  Board, 
subchapter  16  - underground  tank  replacement . The  District  completed 
preliminary  engineering  studies  which  identify  construction  of  a 
direct  burial  underground  fuel  tank  system  as  the  most  desirable  means 
of  replacement.  This  project  would  include  removing  the  existing  fuel 
tanks,  and  constmcting  three  12,000  gallon  tanks  (for  both  diesel  and 
alternative  fuels) , containment  and  monitoring  systems,  and  new  fuel 
pumps  and  lines  within  the  existing  bus  facility.  This  is  a high 
priority  project  that  may  be  initiated  with  District  funds  and 
constructed  in  phases  if  necessary.  In  addition,  to  accomodate  the 
addition  of  alternative  fuel  buses  to  the  GGT  fleet,  the  existing  fuel 
island  and  service  building  would  have  to  be  modified  to  meet  safety 
regulations  for  fire  suppression  and  ventilation  associated  with 
alternative  fuels. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  January  14,  1991 

Project:  Santa  Rosa  Bus  Facility  - Fuel  Tank  Replacement 

Operator:  GGBHTD  Initial  Clearances  Required:  Neg.Dec. 


1 . _ __ 

IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 

1 

FY  95  1 FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  j Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 
_ 1 

FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  98 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1: Board 
Approval 

1 

0 1 
1 

_ |_  

TASK  2: Design 

1 

★ ★ 1 
1 

TASK  3: Grant 
Approval 

1 

0 1 

__  _ 1 _ 

TASK  4: 
Neg.Dec. 

1 

* 0 1 
1 

TASK  5: 
Permits 

__  

1 

0 1 
1 

TASK  6: Bid 
Specs 

1 1 
1 

__  1 - __  _ _ 

TASK  7: Bid 
& Award 

1 

* * 1 
1 
1 

TASK  8 : 
Construct 

1 

1 * * * 

1 

1 

0:  Clearances 

and  Approvals 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE  | 

PLAN  (000$) : 1 FY  95 

__  _ __  _ _ 

FY  96 

FY  97 

FY  98 

1 

FTA  SEC.  9 1 

FTA  SEC.  3 1 

OTHER  FED . | 

STATE  TP&D  1 

ARTICLE  XIX  1 
RAIL  BONDS  | 

PCL  BONDS  1 

OTHER  STATE  | 
LOCAL  FUNDS  | 
SOURCE:  STA  | 
OP  1 

1 

$492,800 

$123,200 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

$616,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR : GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Novato  Bus  Facility  - Fuel  Tank  Replacement 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Remove  and  replace  underground  fuel  storage 

tanks  and  fuel  lines  to  the  fuel  island  at  the  satellite  GOT  bus 
facility  in  Novato. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage,  Operating 

Yards  and  Station 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  123  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-52 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $426,400  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $106,600  SOURCE:  STA,OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $533,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771 . 117  (c)  (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal .Admin . Code , Section  15302  class  II 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

There  are  currently  two  12,000  gallon  diesel  fuel  storage  tanks 
at  the  District's  satellite  bus  facility  in  Novato.  The  diesel  tanks 
were  installed  when  the  facility  was  constructed  in  1974 . Recent 
tests  of  the  ground  around  the  tanks  have  shown  the  site  to  be 
contaminated.  The  contaminants  must  be  removed  as  soon  as  possible  to 
avoid  possible  shut  down  of  the  entire  fueling  facility.  The  District 
would  replace  the  tanks  in  accordance  with  Title  23  of  the  California 
Administrative  Code,  Chapter  3,  Water  Control  Board,  siibchapter  16  - 
underground  tank  replacement.  The  District  completed  preliminary 
engineering  studies  which  identify  construction  of  a direct  burial 
underground  fuel  tank  system  as  the  most  desirable  means  of 
replacement.  This  project  would  include  removing  the  existing  fuel 
tanks,  and  constructing  three  12,000  gallon  tanks  (for  both  diesel  and 
alternative  fuels) , containment  and  monitoring  systems,  and  new  fuel 
pumps  and  lines  within  the  existing  bus  facility.  This  is  a high 
priority  project  that  may  be  initiated  with  District  funds  and 
constructed  in  phases  if  necessary.  Further,  conclusive,  information 
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regarding  the  emergency  nature  of  this  project  will  be  orovided  hv 

addition  toTocotdat^ 

the  addition  of  alternative  fuel  buses  to  the  GGT  fleet,  the  existina 
service  building  would  be  modified  to  meet  safetv 

,s;.  ...o.“tVS 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  August  26,  1993 

Project:  Novato  Bus  Facility  - Fuel  Tank  Replacement 

Operator:  GGBHTD  Initial  Clearances  Required:  Neg.Dec. 


1 

1 

implementation!  FY  95 
SCHEDULE:  | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 _ __  _ 

FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  98  i 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

1 

TASK  1: Board  j 0 
Approval  j 

1 _ __  _ 

1 

TASK  2: Design!  * * 

_ 1 _ 

1 

TASK  3: Grant  ! 

Approval  j 0 

__  _ 1 

1 

TASK  4:  | * 0 

Neg.Dec.  | 

1 __  _ 

1 

TASK  5:  ! 0 

Pe2rmits  | 

1 _ 

1 

TASK  6: Bid  | * 

Specs  1 

1 - 

1 

TASK  7: Bid  ! * * 

& Award  | 

1 

1 

TASK  8 : ! 

Construct  j 

1 

* * * 

0:  Clearances 

and  Approvals 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  95 

1 

1 

FY  96  ! FY  97 

FY  98  1 

FTA  SEC . 9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 
STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OP 

_ _ 

1 

$426,400  1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
! 

1 

$106,600  ! 

1 

1 

1 - 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1 

$533,000  1 

1 

1 1 1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
Projects  for  the  1993/94  Fiscal  Year 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion  Ferry  Vessel 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Reprogram  from  FY  1990/91  and  purchase  a new, 

faster  ferry  vessel  to  expand  Larkspur  ferry 
service. 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : New  or  used  revenue  vehicle 

5.  FY90/91  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  96  FY93/94  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-52 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,443,411  SOURCE:  FTA  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $2,656,589  SOURCE:  TCI , CATIA, STA, OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $6,100,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  EIR/S 

NEPA  STATUS:  Estimated  delivery  date:  January  1995 
CEQA  STATUS:  Estimated  delivery  date:  January  1995 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a .  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  dp  8.9 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  Various 
correspondence  available  upon  recaiest.  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  Regional  Ferry  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  October 
1991,  recommends  an  expansion  of  Larkspur  and  Sausalito  ferry  services 
using  two  new  fast  ferry  vessels.  The  first  new  vessel  would  be 
purchased  with  reprogrammed  FY  1990/91  federal  funds.  These  funds  were 
originally  programmed  for  a replacement  vessel  with  no  service 
expansion.  The  MTC  amended  the  original  project  description  to  allow 
the  funds  to  be  used  for  an  expansion  vessel.  Service  expansion 
requires  preparation  of  an  EIR/S.  The  environmental  evaluation  is 
underway  and  will  delay  implementation  of  the  project  to  the  end  of  FY 
1994/95.  The  District  has  assembled  a funding  program  utilizing  a 
combination  of  State  of  California  (TCI,  CATIA  and  STA) , District 
reserves  and  FTA  Section  9 funds  totaling  $6.1  million  for  purchase  of 
the  expansion  vessel.  The  District  is  attempting  a joint  purchase  of 
vessels  with  the  City  of  Vallejo  to  obtain  the  lowest  price. 

The  new  vessel  will  likely  be  a 30  to  40  knot,  twin  hull,  350 
passenger  ferry.  In  combined  service  with  the  3 existing  vessels,  the 
District  would  operate  30  minute  headways  between  Larkspur  and  San 
Francisco  during  the  AM  peak  period.  Midday  headways  would  be  improved 
to  hourly  compared  to  the  present  120  minute  headway.  The  total  number 
of  weekday  crossings  would  be  increased  from  28  to  42  per  day.  Travel 
time  would  be  reduced  to  30  minutes,  from  the  current  45  to  50  minute 
crossing,  making  the  ferry  service  faster  than  automobile  travel. 

The  new  vessel  will  be  fully  accessible  to  persons  with  disabilites 
in  accordance  with  ADA.  Accessibility  features  comprise  about  $50,000 
to  $100,000  of  the  vessel  cost. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  September,  1994 
Project:  Expansion  Ferry 

Operator:  GGBHTD 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  EIR/S 


I I I I I I 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 

FY  95  FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

Q4  j 

FY  97 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

Q4  j 

FY 
Q1  ' 

98 

Q2  Q3 

Q4  j 

TASK  1:  Grant 
Approval 

1 ° i 

1 1 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1 

__.L 

I TASK  2:  Bid 
Specs 

* * 

1 1 

1 

1 

..  1. 

1 

1 

1. 

I TASK  3:  Bid 
& Award 

* 

1 1 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1 

L 

TASK  4: 
Delivery 

1 1 
* * * * 

1 

1 

_ 1 

1 

1 

_ 1. 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

I II  1 1 I 

1 

0:  Clearances 

1 1 

and  Approvals 

1 1 

1 

_ _ 1 . 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

1 1 

FY  95  FY  96 

1 

1 

. 1. 

FY  97 

1 

1 

1. 

FY 

98 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

$3,443,411 

1 1 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
CATIA  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 

$ 500,000 

1 1 

$1,508,689 
1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OP 

1 1 
$ 647,900 

1 ^ I 

1 

1 

1 

. 1. 

1 

1 

1 

. 1. 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$6,100,000 

1 

1. 

1 

. 1. 

I " ” 1 ” “ ” I “ I 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  Caltrain  (JPB) 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San 
Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB); 

Total: 


$93,286,228 

$3,443,411 

$5,000,000 

$101.729.639 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 


Operating  Assistance 


Caltrain  (JPB) 


Capital  Projects 


Score 

CT95001SF  Track  Rehabilitation  (SF)  13 

CT93  Ticket  Vending  Machines 

CT93  Station  Access-Passenger  Wheeic 

Totals; 


Total  Grantee  Program: 


Section  9 

Net 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

$512,111 

$1,849,901 

$2,362,012 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

$4,590,000 

$1,147,500 

$0 

$5,737,500 

$1,166,497 

$291,624 

$0 

$1,458,121 

$3,372,932 

$843,233 

$0 

$4,216,165 

$9.129.429 

$2,282,357 

SQ 

$11  411.786 

$9,641,540 

* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * ". 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " **  ". 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

PROJECT  NAME:  Track  Rehabilitation 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  System  wide  track  rehabilitation  including: 

ballast,  CWR,  etc. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  Transit  Way 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  64  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $7,500,000  SOURCE:  Section  9 

($4,590,000  for  SF/0  UZA) 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a  SOURCE:  n/a 


PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $1,875,000  SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 

($1,147,500  for  SF/0  UZA) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $9,375,000 

($5,737,500  for  SF/0  UZA) 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X285  (CalTrans) 

CA-90-X335  (CalTrans) 

CA-90-X544  (JPB) 

CA-90-X605  (JPB) 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

1 1 . COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 


^ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  p65 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  1 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 


X No.  _ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  1 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


No.  __  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  track  rehabilitation  project  is  an  ongoing  project  of  improvements  to  the  JPBPCS  railroad  track 
between  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose.  The  project  includes  the  replacement  and  installation  of 
Continuous  Welded  Rail  (CWR)  , tie  replacement,  curve  rail  replacement,  surfacing,  station  area  track 
rehabilitation  and  bridge  rail  rehabilitation.  The  individual  projects  have  been  identified  and  categorized 
in  level  of  importance  by  the  JPB's  rail  consultants,  Woodside  Consulting. 

The  JPB,  with  the  guidance  of  Woodside  Rail  Consultants,  have  identified  an  ongoing  program  of  track 
rehabilitation  projects  up  to  FY2003.  These  projects  are  essentially  an  extension  or  continuation  of 
projects  previously  undertaken  by  Caltrans  prior  to  their  relinquishment  of  control  in  1992.  Detailed 
surveys  of  the  current  (1994)  condition  of  ^e  track  were  undertaken  by  Woodside  Consultants.  The 
results  of  the  survey  were  translated  into  a comprehensive  track  rehabilitation  program  which  has  been 
identified  in  the  current  JPB  Caltrain  SRTP. 

The  track  rehabilitation  program  includes  the  rehabilitation  and  replacement  of  curve  rail,  jointed  rail 
with  CWR,  crossties,  surfacing  and  ballast,  rail  top  grinding  and  contouring,  and  rehabilitation  of  grade 
crossings. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND_JXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Track  Rehabilitation. 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  September  23,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1 Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FTA  Section  3 

FT  A Section  9 

$7,500,000 

Title  23(1280) 

Prop.  108 

Prop. 116 

$1,875,000 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$9,375,000 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

Ticket  Vending  Machine  Acquisition 

Purchase  and  install  Automatic  Ticket  Vending  Machines 

(12)  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 


II-7 


OPERATOR: 

PROJECT  NAME: 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,166,497 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $291,624 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,458,126  (Total  Phase  I) 
PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  n/a 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (a)  (c)  (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301  (a)  (c) 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE:  State/Local 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 
No.  _X_  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  A 


Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 


J^No. 


^ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ^ 


(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ^ 


J 


Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 


X No. 


^ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ^ 


(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  _ 
Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


_No. 


^ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ^ 


(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ^ 


J 
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12. 


additional  planning  JUSTIFICATION: 


In  June  1989,  Price  Waterhouse  under  contract  to  CalTrans,  completed  a fare  study  entitled,  "San 
Francisco  - San  Jose  Rail  Tariff  Study."  In  the  report,  the  consultant  recommended  conversion  to  a 
barrier-free  proof-of-payment  fare  collection  system  similar  to  the  San  Diego,  Santa  Clara  and 
Sacramento  Light  Rail  systems.  Under  this  system,  tickets  would  be  purchased  through  ticket  vending 
machines  at  stations  and  randomly  inspected  by  authorized  personnel  on-board  trains.  The  need  for 
ticket  agents  at  stations  and  conductors  would,  therefore,  be  eliminated.  Conductor  personnel  could  be 
used,  instead,  to  inspect  tickets,  on  a random  basis,  for  proper  payment.  Full  implementation  of  a 
proof-of-payment  fare  collection  system  is  expected  to  reduce  operating  costs  by  $2. 1 million  annually. 

Even  without  immediate  implementation  of  a full  barrier-free  system,  installation  of  ticket  vending 
machines  would  provide  an  added  passenger  convenience,  particularly  at  stations  that  are  currently 
unmanned,  and  would  reduce  the  ticket  selling  responsibilities  of  conductors,  allowing  them  additional 
time  to  check  tickets.  This  may  reduce  the  need  for  helper  conductors  on  trains  with  heavy  passenger 
loads. 

As  a result  of  the  far  study's  recommendations,  CalTrans  hired  a consultant  to  prepare  specifications 
for  ticket  vending  machines.  The  machines  specified  by  the  consultant  will  include  the  following 
features:  credit/debit  card  acceptance,  magnetic  encoding  capabilities,  data  collection  (including 

ridership  and  fare  data),  and  security  alarms  and  lighting.  The  machines  will  be  capable  of  dispensing 
all  tickets  currently  used  by  the  PCS.  In  addition,  the  existing  monthly  ticket  with  a Peninsula  Pass  will 
be  issued  as  a magnetically  encoded  credit  card-size  ticket,  compatible  with  MUNI  and  BART  (within 
San  Francisco)  fare  gates.  The  machines  will  also  include  provisions  for  issuing  magnetically  encoded 
stored  value  tickets  for  future  coordination  with  BART.  This  has  important  regional  fare  coordination 
implications.  In  addition,  at  Santa  Clara  County  Transit's  request,  CalTrans  has  amended  the 
specifications  to  allow  purchase  of  a local  bus/light  rail  transfer  in  conjunction  with  a train  ticket  in  all 
three  counties  served  by  the  PCS.  This  would  allow  passengers  to  complete  a multi-mode  transit  trip 
with  one  ticket. 

The  TVM  specification,  which  have  been  completed,  will  be  used  to  procure  the  machines. 
CalTrans/JPB  intends  to  purchase  66  machines  (a  minimum  of  two  machines  will  be  installed  at  each  of 
the  26  stations),  29  separate  stand-alone  validators,  necessary  computer  equipment  and  a service 
warranty  package  (see  cost  estimates  on  the  following  page). 

Besides  the  obvious  passenger  benefits,  CalTrans  and  the  JPB  believe  that  it  is  imperative  to  acquire  the 
TVMs  as  soon  as  possible  because  extensions  currently  planned  for  the  PCS  will  not  have  staffed 
stations.  Similarly,  plans  for  the  service  extension  to  Gilroy,  sponsored  by  Santa  Clara  County,  do  not 
include  station  agents  at  the  eight  (8)  proposed  stations.  Adding  station  agents  would  increase 
operating  costs  for  this  extension  dramatically. 

CalTrans  plans  to  test  passenger  acceptance  and  machine  reliability  by  installing  eleven  machines 
initially.  JPB  is  requesting  $1,166,497  in  FY  1995  UMTA  Section  9 funds  to  be  matched  with 
$291,624  in  State  and  Local  funds  to  fmance  the  purchase  and  installation  of  three  (3)  machines  at  the 
proposed  Tamien  Station,  four  (4)  at  the  San  Francisco  Station,  two  (2)  at  an  intermediate  station  in  San 
Mateo  County  and  two  (2)  at  an  intermediate  station  in  Santa  Clara  County.  CalTrans  is  requesting 
funding  ($3,854,316  UMTA  Section  9,  and  $963,579  State  and  Local  match)  in  FY  1993/94  to 
purchase  the  remaining  55  machines. 
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Cost  estimates  for  both  phases  of  this  project  in  1990  dollars  are  as  follows: 


Description 

Ouantitv 

Unit 

Price 

Total 

Engineering,  Project  Mgt, 
& Software  Development 

$450,000 

Ticket  Vending  Machine/Service 
Warranty  Package 

66 

$65,000 

$4,290,000 

Stand  Alone  Validator 

29 

$5,000 

$145,000 

Central  Computer  (Main) 

1 

$24,000 

$24,000 

Computer  Terminal 

3 

$8,000 

$24,000 

Computer  Printer  (Laser) 

2 

$4,000 

$8,000 

O&M  Manuals 

$150,000 

Training 

$40,000 

Spare  Parts 

$376,000 

Special  Test  Equipment 

$43,500 

Ticket  Vending  Machine  Installation 

$63,000 

Stand  Alone  Validator  Installation 

TOTAL  ESTIMATED  COST 

$6..5-O.QO 

$5,620,000 
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LMPLEMENTATIQN  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Ticket  Vending  Machines 
Operator:  JPB 
Date:  November  10,  1994 
Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96  1 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4  1 

Preliminary  Engineering 

<-x 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY 

FT  A Section  3 

■ 

FT  A Section  9 

$1,166,497 

Title  23(1280) 

Prop.  108 

TCI/LOCAL 

$291,624 

STA 

Total 

$1,458,126 

*Phase  II  to  be  completed  on  FY  1994  STP  Grant. 
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PROJECT  JUSTinCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 


OPERATOR: 
PROJECT  NAME: 


PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

Accessibility 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Install  wheelchair  lifts  on  passenger  cars  to 

make  CalTrain  accessible  to  elderly  and  handicapped  patrons,  together  with 
station  ADA  accessibility  improvements. 

(2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles  (3)  Stations 

II-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $5,000,000  SOURCE:  Section  9 

($3,372,932  for  SF/0  UZA) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (26%):  $1,738,000  SOURCE:  PVEA/PEAF 

($843,233  for  SF/0  UZA) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $6,738,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  n/a 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (a)  (c)  (15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15302 

1 1 . COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
- (PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ______ 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

^X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

As  part  of  the  station  improvement  program,  CalTrans  has  been  studying  methods  of  making  the 
Peninsula  Commute  Service  accessible  to  wheelchairs.  CalTrans'  initial  accessibility  study  titled 
"Peninsula  Commute  Rail  Service  Accessibility  Study"  was  completed  in  February  1987.  The  study 
recommended,  as  the  preferred  alternative,  construction  of  "mini-high"  platforms  at  stations,  wi& 
access  through  the  vestibule  doors.  A close  second  alternative  was  the  use  of  on-board  lifts.  SP,  as 
operator  of  the  service,  expressed  concerns  regarding  the  "mini-high"  platform  alternative  due  to  labor 
and  safety  considerations.  On-board  lifts  have  proven  to  be  successfol  on  the  San  Diego  Light  Rail 
system  and  both  feel  it  may  have  application  to  the  PCS.  CalTrans  undertook  a demonstration  project 
that  would  test  the  on-board  lift  on  the  PCS. 

The  mock-up/demonstration  project,  including  the  performance  evaluation  was  completed  under  a 
Letter  of  No  Prejudice  from  UMTA  to  expend  local  funds  to  initiate  the  demonstration  phase  of  the 
project  without  jeopardizing  Federal  Section  9 funds. 

Local  Petroleum  Violation  Escrow  Account  funds  (PVEA)  and  State  Passenger  Equipment  Acquisition 
Fund  (PEAF)  monies  to  match  the  Federal  dollars  have  already  been  committed  to  the  project.  See 
fmancing  plan  below. 

As  part  of  the  commitment  of  the  FPB  to  addressing  ADA  compliance,  a series  of  ADA  compatible 
station  improvements  have  been  programmed.  These  improvements  include  an  audio  visual 
information/communication  system  and  accessible  ramps  to  ensure  full  accessibility  from  the  bus 
bays/parking  lots  to  the  stations  and  from  the  stations  to  the  platforms.  ADA  improvements  will  be 
installed  at  the  stations  identified  in  the  Key  Station  Accessibility  Plan. 


UMTA  Section  9: 
PVEA: 


$5,000,000 

$1,506,000 


PEAF: 

TOTAL: 


$232.000 

$6,738,000 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Accessibility 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  November  10,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

<-x 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$5,000,000 

Title  23(1280) 

Prop. 108 

TCI 

PEAF/PVEA 

$1,738,000 

STA 

Total 

$6,738,000 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  LAVTA 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1 994-95  Apportionment:  $93,286,228 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $3,443,411 


Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San 
Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 

Total: 


$5,000,000 

$-1ILU29m9 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 

Operating  Assistance  Section  9 

Federal 

Share 

LAVTA  $476,501 


Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 

$3,378,677  $3,855,178 


Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Proposed 

State 

Proposed 

Local 

Total 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

LV95001  Replace  PT  van 

13 

$46,725 

$0 

$9,431 

$56,156 

LV9501  O''  Expans  PT  Vans  (2).  Repic  PT  Van 

13 

$280,350 

$0 

$74,586 

$354,936 

LV95006  Replace  5 Buses 

13 

$1,166,624 

$0 

$280,410 

$1,447,033 

LV9501 1 Radio  Rehab 

10 

$97,600 

$0 

$24,400 

$122,000 

Totals: 

$1,591,299 

m 

$388..827 

$1,98QJ25 

Total  Grantee  Program:  $2,067.800 


• Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * ", 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Paratransit  Van 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Routine  replacement  of  paratransit  vehicles  at 

the  end  of  their  useful  lives. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 New  Revenue  Vehicles 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-7  to  9-10 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: $46 , 725 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %) : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (17%):$9,431 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $56,156 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  FTA  9 
SOURCE: 

SOURCE:  BT 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 117 (c) ( 17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  program  involves  the  routine  replacement  of  LA VTA' s paratransit 
fleet.  It  is  based  on  a replacement  schedule  that  replaces  vehicles 
after  at  least  four  years. 

Paratransit  Van  Replacement  Schedule 

Fiscal  Year  Number  of  Vans  Total  Project  Cost  Federal  Local 

1995  1 $ 56,156  $ 46,725  $ 9,431 


Replacement  costs  are  based  on  the  Capital  Priorities  Bus  Price  schedule 
as  determined  4/20/92. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  REPLACEMENT  PARATRANSIT  VAN  (1) 

Operator:  LIVERMORE/ AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
Date:  10/10/94 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  1994/95{ 

FY1995/96 

FY 

1 

1 

1 

FY 

{SCHEDULE: 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4{ 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2 

Q3  Q4{ 

1 _ 

Q1  Q2 

Q3  Q4| 

1 TASK  1: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 SOLICIT  BIDS 

X 1 

1 _ 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 TASK  2: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 REVIEW  BIDS 

X { 

1 . 

1 

1 

_ — 1 . 

1 TASK  3: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

{AWARD  CONTRACT 

X { 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 . 

{ TASK  4:  TAKE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

{ DELIVERY 

1 

1 

1 . 

X 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

{ EXPENDITURE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

{ PLAN  (000$): 

FY94/95  { 

1 

FY95/96 

FY 

1 

1 

1 . 

FY 

{ FTA  SEC.  9 

1 

1 

1 

$46.7 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STP 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


$9.4 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$9.4 


$46.7 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Expansion/Replacement  Paratransit  Vans 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Expansion  and  replacement  of  paratransit 

vehicles  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  ADA. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-7  to  9-10 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $280,350 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %) : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 17%) : $74 , 586 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $354,936 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

SOURCE : FTA  Sec.  9 

SOURCE: 

SOURCE : BT 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771. 117 (c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  program  involves  the  replacement  and  expansion  of  LAVTA's 
paratransit  fleet.  It  is  based  on  a replacement  schedule  that  replaces 
vehicles  after  at  least  four  years,  and  expands  the  fleet  to  meet  the 
potential  demands  of  the  ADA. 


Vehicles 

EXPANSION  - SEC  3 

2 

REPLACEMENT  - SEC  3 

4 

Replacement  costs  are  based  on  the  Capital  Priorities  Bus  Price  schedule 
as  determined  4/20/92. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  EXPANSION/REPLACEMENT  PARATRANSIT  VANS 

Operator:  LIVERMORE/ AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
Date:  10/10/94 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


i IMPLEMENTATION 

1 

FY  1994/95j 

FY1995/96 

FY 

1 

1 

1 

FY 

i SCHEDULE: 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4| 
1 . 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4j 

1 TASK  1: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

! SOLICIT  BIDS 

X ! 

1 

1 

_ _ 1 - 

i TASK  2: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

j REVIEW  BIDS 

X 1 

_ _ _ 1 . 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 TASK  3: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

j AWARD  CONTRACT 

X ! 
1 

1 

1 

1 . 

i TASK  4:  TAKE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

j DELIVERY 

1 

1 

X 

1 

1 

1 1 1 1 1 I 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 EXPENDITURE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

j PLAN  (000$) : 

FY94/95  1 

1 

FY95/96 

1 

1 

1 

FY 

1 

1 

1 . 

FY 

i FTA  SEC.  9 

1 

1 

1 

$280.35 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STP 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


$74.59 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$74.59 


$280.35 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  five  of  the  twelve  buses  needed  to 

meet  the  BART  extension. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 New  Revenue  Vehicles 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  FTA  9 
SOURCE : 

SOURCE:  BT 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-7 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING : $1 , 166 , 624 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %) : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( 19%) : $280 , 410 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,447,034 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771. 117 (c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 
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11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


LA VTA  requires  12  expansion  buses  to  respond  to  BART's  rail  extension  to 
Dublin/Pleasanton.  Funding  for  seven  of  these  buses  has  already  been 
secured  through  an  FY1993/94  STP  grant. 

Overview  of  Project  Need 

See  SRTP  Chapter  7 

Passenger  Benefits 


This  project  (including  all  twelve  buses)  will  increase  LAVTA's  fleet 
from  34  buses  to  46  buses,  a 35%  increase  in  service  capacity. 
Additionally,  it  will  greatly  increase  passenger  conveience  by  creating 
frequent  direct  service  to  and  from  the  BART  stations  and  major 
employment/ shopping  centers.  This  will  allow  people  coming  into  the 
valley  direct  access  to  their  jobs  and  offer  further  incentive  to  take 
public  transit. 


Regional  Goals 

This  project  enhances  regional  goals  by  significantly  relieving  auto 
congestion  on  major  transportation  thoroughfares  in  LAVTA's  service 
area.  For  example,  the  BART  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
Dublin/Pleasanton  Extension  states  that  local  intersections  will  not 
reach  unacceptable  congestion  levels  based  on  the  assumption  that  LAVTA 
will  offer  the  feeder  service  described  above.  If  buses  are  not 
available  for  this  service,  congestion  in  the  valley  will  probably  reach 
unacceptable  levels. 

Additionally,  this  project  improves  interoperator  coordination  between 
BART,  CCCTA  and  LAVTA.  The  new  BART  station  will  provide  a perfect 
opportunity  to  create  a transit  hub  among  the  three  operators.  However, 
for  this  hub  to  be  effective,  LAVTA  must  be  able  to  offer  the 
appropriate  level  of  service  into  and  out  of  the  station. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  REPLACEMENT  BUSES 

Operator;  LIVERMORE /AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
Date:  10/10/94 


Initial  Clearances  Required; 

(Further  clearances  n\arked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 


FY  1994/95  FY  1995/96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4|  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


TASK  1 : I 

AWARD  BID  j X 


TASK  2:  ! I 

TAKE  DELIVERY  I j X 


TASK  3: 


EXPENDITURE  j 
PLAN  (000$) : j 

FY94/95 

1 FY95/96 

1 

1 

1 FY 

1 

1 

1 FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 j 

1 $1,166.62 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FAU/FAI  j 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  FED . j 

r 

1 

1 

1 

STP  i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D  j 

1 

1 

ARTICLE  XIX  1 

1 

1 

PROP  108  BONDI 

1 

1 

1 

PROP  116  BOND  I 

1 

1 

1 

FCR  I 

1 

1 

STAT/LCL  PARTI 

1 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  STATE  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  | 

$80.41 

1 $ 200 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (OP)  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (REG)  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS  | 

1 

1 

SPECIFY:  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

$80.41 

1 $1,366.62 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Radio  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Rehabilitate  LAVTA's  entire 

communication  system 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  14  Communications 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-7 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $97,600 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %)  : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%)  : $24 , 400 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $122,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771. 117 (c) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15301 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  FTA  9 
SOURCE: 

SOURCE:  BT 


radio 


11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

LAVTA  needs  to  update  its  aging  radio  system  to  adequately  handle 
current  and  proposed  communication  needs.  Specific  requirements  are: 

1.  Separate  fixed  route  and  dial-a-ride  communications 

2.  Eliminate  interference  caused  by  co-channel  licensees 

3 . Provide  emergency  communications 

4.  Change  to  a non-business  frequency 

In  FY1992/93  LAVTA  hired  an  outside  consultant  to  study  each  of  these 
problems  and  make  recommendations  for  the  most  cost  effective 
improvements.  The  consultant's  study  recommended  that  LAVTA  join  the 
Alameda  County  trunking  system.  By  joining  this  800M  MHZ  system  LAVTA 
will  have  a radio  system  that  ensures  expandability,  and  interference 
free  radio  coverage  throughout  the  area.  Additionally,  becoming  part  of 
a county  wide  system  will  greatly  improve  LAVTA's  ability  to  respond  to 
both  local  and  regional  emergencies. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  RADIO  REHABILITATION 

Operator:  LIVERMORE /AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
Date:  10/10/94 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


[ IMPLEMENTATION [ 
{SCHEDULE:  j 

FY  1994/95j 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY  1995/96j 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY 

Q1  Q2 

1 

1 

Q3  Q4I 
1 . 

FY 

Q1  Q2 

Q3  Q4| 

{ TASK  1:  i 

1 PREPARE  SPECS i 

1 

1 

1 

X ! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i TASK  2:  j 

[ SOLICIT  BIDS  j 

1 I 

1 

1 

1 

X ! 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 TASK  3:  j 

1 COMPLETE  CONSj 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

X 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 I 1 

1 1 1 I 1 1 

1 1 1 t 1 1 

1 . 1 . 1 1 1 ..  1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

! EXPENDITURE  | 
j PLAN  (000$) : j 

1 _ 1 

1 

1 

FY94/95  1 

1 . 

1 

1 

FY95/96  [ 

I . 

FY 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

FY 

1 FTA  SEC.  9 i 

1 

1 

1 

$97.6  j 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STP 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  ■ (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


$24.4 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$24.4 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  MUNI 


Sectipn  9 Fund?  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San 
Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 
Total: 


$93,286,228 

$3,443,411 

$5,000,000 

$101.729.639 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 


Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 
Federal 

Local 

Net 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

MUNI 

$5,769,441 

$166,342,744 

$172,112,185 

Capital 

Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Proposed 

state 

Proposed 

Local 

Total 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

MU95040 

24TH  & Utah  RepI 

14 

$6,100,000 

$0 

$1,525,000 

$7,625,000 

MU95044 

MUNI  Diesel  Bus  Rehab 

14 

$2,380,000 

$297,000 

$297,000 

$2,974,000 

MU95042 

LRV  Modification 

14 

$3,280,000 

$410,000 

$410,000 

$4,100,000 

MU95041 

ATCS 

14 

$3,200,000 

$400,000 

$400,000 

$4,000,000 

MU95045 

MUNI  LRV  Modification 

13 

$3,119,800 

$389,975 

$389,975 

$3,899,750 

MU95037 

Accessible  Van  Purchase 

13 

$1,330,000 

$0 

$332,500 

$1,662,500 

MU95023 

Cable  Car  Vehicle  Rehab 

13 

$723,000 

$90,375 

$90,375 

$903,750 

MU95013 

Metro  Accessibility  Improvements 

13 

$3,672,800 

$459,100 

$459,100 

$4,591,000 

MU95010A/B  Woods  Annex/Redev 

13 

$1,600,000 

so 

$400,000 

$2,000,000 

MU95037A  Accessible  Van  Purchase 

13 

$320,000 

$0 

$80,000 

$400,000 

MU95009 

DP,  Office,  Misc.  Equipment  ** 

9 

$2,700,000 

$0 

$675,000 

$3,375,000 

Totals; 

S28.425.600 

S2.046.450 

S5.058.950 

$35.53.1.000 

Total  Grantee  Program: 

$34,195,041 

• Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * 

•*  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " * 


December  1994 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  24TH  AND  UTAH  SHOP  REPLACEMENT  AT  700 
PENNSYLVANIA 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  a replacement  facility  to  house  the 

Ways  & Structures  and  Special  Machine  Shop  functions  now  at  the  24th  & Utah  site. 

The  project  provides  for  the  rehabilitation  of  a structure  at  700  Pennsylvania.  This 
facility  will  both  better  meet  Muni's  long-term  space  needs  and  allow  the  redevelopment 
of  the  24th  & Utah  site  for  uses  more  appropriate  to  its  neighborhood.  Funds  for  the  site 
acquisition  will  be  locally  funded. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.72-74  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-80 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $6,100,000  SECTION  9 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  LOCAL  PARTNERSHIP  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  1,525,000  SFMRIC 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  COST:  $10,625,000 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  849,000 

1 1 . ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS: 

Categorical  Exclusion 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

It  has  been  the  City’s  and  MUNI's  practice  to  locally  fund  property  acquisition  to  avoid 
creating  a permanent  federal  interest  in  City-owned  property.  $4,000,000  of  local  sales 
tax  funds  will  be  requested  in  1994-95  for  purchase  of  property. 


A Ways  & Structures  facility  and  Special  Machine  Shop  are  currently  located  at  24th  & Utah, 
this  building,  which  was  built  in  the  1890's,  is  in  need  of  extensive  strucmral  and  cosmetic 
repair.  The  original  plan  was  to  rebuild  the  facility  at  this  site.  However,  this  site  was 
significantly  damaged  in  the  Loma  Prieta  Quake  and  has  be  transferred  to  San  Francisco 
General  Hospital  to  accommodate  the  construction  of  a parking  structure.  Ways  & Structures 
and  the  Special  Machine  Shop  have  relocated  to  temporary  facilities.  An  existing  structure, 
located  at  700  Pennsylvania,  is  on  the  market.  MUNI  has  reviewed  the  location,  size,  and 
condition  of  the  facility  and  has  determined  that  it  would  be  compatible  for  Ways  & Structures 
and  the  Special  Machine  Shop,  the  facility  will  need  renovation  to  bring  it  up  to  code  and  to 
improve  the  functionality  to  meet  the  needs  of  permanent  site  for  Ways  & Strucmres  and  the 
Special  Machine  Shop. 
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PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 


BEGIN  COMPLETE 


1. 

Work  Practices  Study 

03/01/91 

04/01/93 

2. 

Functional  Analysis 

10/01/92 

10/31/94 

3. 

Conceptual  Engineering 

08/01/94 

05/31/95 

4. 

Final  Design 

04/01/95 

02/28/96 

5. 

Bid  and  Award 

01/01/96 

07/31/96 

6. 

Site  Acquisition 

02/01/94 

06/30/95 

7. 

Equipment  and  Furnishings 

06/01/96 

09/30/98 

8. 

Construction 

05/01/96 

09/30/98 

9. 

Relocation 

10/01/97 

11/30/98 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1. 

2. 

3. 


4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 


12. 


OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

PROJECT  NAME;  Diesel  Bus  Rehabilitation  Program  to  Prolong  Vehicle  life 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  r^abilitation  of  those  articulated  diesel 
coaches  and  standard  diesel  coaches  which  were  placed  into  service  in  1984,  and  which  will  have  to 
operate  beyond  their  useful  life  of  12  years. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vdiicles 
SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  14  - 17 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

TOTAL  ANNUAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-77 
$2,380,000  Section  9 
$297,500  State  TCI 
$297,500  Sales  Tax 
$2,975,000 
$1,616,467 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 
pursuant  to  23  771,117(c)(14),  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR 
Guidelines  15302(c). 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTmCATION: 

This  project  is  related  to  the  one  to  replace  100  MAN  articulated  motor  coaches  and  180  Flyers 
standard  motor  coaches.  As  stated  in  the  description  of  that  project,  one  of  the  major  goals  of 
MUNI'S  Motor  Coach  Fleet  Plan  is  to  develop  a phased  replacement  of  all  vdiicles.  All  of  die  280 
coaches  will  be  12  years  old  in  1996;  in  order  to  phase  their  rqilacement  it  is  necessary  to  r^lace 
some  after  they  are  12  years  old,  since  FTA  does  not  allow  coaches  to  be  rqilaced  before  they  are  12 
years  old.  Some  overhaul  work  will  be  required  in  order  to  keep  100  MAN  artics  and  112  Flyer 
standards  operating  beyond  their  normal,  useful  life.  A Diesel  Coach  R^abilitation  Program  has 
been  developed  by  Maintenance  personnel.  Description  of  the  work  to  be  performed  is  as  follows: 

PHASE  1 

Retrofit  engine  and  transmission  on  20  MAN  coaches 
Retrofit  transmission  on  30  MAN  coaches 
Modify  cooling  system  on  80  MAN  coaches 
Correct  external  structural  problems  on  100  MAN  coaches 
Paint  exterior  of  100  MAN  coaches 
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PHASE  2 


o Retrofit  passenger  doors  and  operating  mechanisms  on  75  MAN  coaches 
o Correct  interior  structural  problems  on  100  MAN  coaches  (includes  tractor  steering  axle  & 
components,  drive  axle,  turntable  area,  and  trailer  steering  axle  & components) 

PHASES 

0 Correct  structural  problems  in  Flyer  coaches 
o Address  transmission  problems  in  Flyer  coaches 
o Evaluate  and  correct  other  problems  in  Flyer  coaches 


MUNI  personnel  have  estimated  that  Phase  1 will  cost  about  $4.23  million,  which  covers  the  cost  of 
materials  & supplies,  labor,  and  contractual  services.  Phase  2 is  estimated  to  cost  about  $3.6  million. 
The  scope  of  Phase  3 is  still  being  developed. 

The  Diesel  Maintenance  Department  has  conducted  an  analysis  of  all  the  vehicles  to  determine  which 
are  the  most  able  to  have  their  useful  life  extended,  and  has  documented  the  type  of  rdiab  work 
necessary  to  keep  the  fleet  operating  at  an  optimal  level  imtil  all  the  1984  coaches  can  be  retired.  A 
detailed  Diesel  motor  Coach  Rehabilitation  ^ogram  for  the  work  has  been  prepared. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS  BEGIN  COMPLETE 


PHASE  1 


1.  Retrofit  engine  & transmission 

01/01/95 

10/31/95 

2.  Retrofit  transmission 

01/01/05 

10/31/95 

3.  Modify  cooling  system 

01/01/95 

10/31/95 

4.  Correct  exterior  structure  problems 

01/01/95 

12/31/96 

5.  Paint  exterior 

01/01/95 

12/31/96 

PHASE  2 

1.  Retrofit  passenger  doors 

10/01/95 

01/31/97 

2.  Correct  interior  structure  problems 

10/01/95 

01/31/97 

PHASES 

1.  Correct  structure  problems 

TBD 

TBD 

2.  Address  transmission  problems 

TBD 

TBD 

3.  Evaluate  and  address  other  problems 

TBD 

TBD 
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PROTECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  LIGHT  RAIL  VEfflCLE  MODIHCATIONS 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  a multi-phase  modification  program  for 
the  128  Boeing-Vertol  light  rail  vdiicles  to  improve  their  performance  and  increase  reliability  and 
availability. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vdiicles 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  PROJECT  COST: 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


$6,399,800 

(80%)  FTA  Sec  9 

$799,975 

(10%)  TCI 

$799,975 

(10%)  Bridge  ToUs 

$7,999,750 

$14,576,000 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 
pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c)(14).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State 
EIR  Guidelines  Section  15301(d). 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

These  modifications  to  the  Boeing  LRVs  are  designed  to  improve  service  reliability  and  operating 
efficiency  and  reduce  on-going  maintenance  requirements.  They  involve  replacing  major  components 
that  are  responsible  for  many  in-service  failures  or  require  excessive  maintenance  due  to  complex  or 
inadequate  design.  MUNI  Engineering  and  Maintenance  staff  and  contractors  are  designing, 
fabricating,  rebuilding,  and  changing-out  various  components.  Completed  projects  include: 

o Cab  Door  Replacement:  Replace  the  sliding  door  with  hinged  door  to  avoid  in-service  delays. 

0 Wheel  Replacement:  Replace  defective  original  wheels  with  improved  wheels  for  safety, 
o Ventilation  Windows:  Add  sliding  windows  to  the  passenger  compartment  to  improve  ventilation^ 

0 Coupler  Modification:  Modify  the  original  couplers  to  increase  coupling  force  and  reliability. 

0 Door  Control  Valve:  Install  a more  reliable  valve. 

o Sander  Modification:  Redesign  the  clean-out  trap  to  make  sanders  more  reliable. 

0 Traction  Motor  Armature  Rewind 

0 Wreck  Rebuilding 

Projects  either  partially  completed  or  in  the  planniog  stages  include: 

0 Articulated  Section  Rebuild 

0 Couplers 
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0 Traction  Motor  Overhaul 

0 Brake  System  Project 

o Wiring  Harness  Project 

o Door  and  Step  Project 

o Propulsion  System  Project 

o Corrosion  and  Body  Work  Project 

o Brake  Control  Valve  Replacement  with  Linear  Control  Valve 
o Air  Compressor  Overhaul 

All  modifications  will  not  be  made  to  all  vehicles.  The  Maintenance  Department  will  determine  a 
retirement  schedule  for  the  Boeing  LRVs  based  upon  the  procurement  schedule  for  rq)lacement  LRVs 
and  will  determine  which  particular  vehicles  will  be  kept  in  service  the  longest.  Modifications  will  only 
be  made  to  those  vehicles  where  it  makes  economic  sense. 


PRO.TECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 


BEGIN 


COMPLETE 


1. 

Articulated  section  rebuild 

04/01/95 

03/31/99 

2. 

Traction  motor/armature  overhaul 

In  progress 

12/31/96 

3. 

Couplers 

01/01/96 

03/31/98 

4. 

Brake  system  project 

In  progress 

10/31/96 

5. 

Wiring  harness  project  (upper  artic) 

In  progress 

11/30/96 

6. 

Door  and  step  project 

In  progress 

01/31/96 

7. 

Propulsion  system  project  (contactors) 

04/01/95 

12/31/96 

8. 

Corrosion  and  body  work  project 

In  progress 

07/31/96 

9. 

Brake  control  valve  replacement 

In  progress 

07/31/96 

10. 

Air  compressor  overhaul 

04/01/95 

09/30/96 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 


2.  PROJECT  NAME:  SUBWAY  SIGNAL  SYSTEM  REPLACEMENT  - ADVANCED  TRAIN 
CONTROL  SYSTEM  (ATCS) 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  will  modernize  the  signal  system  in  the  MUNI  Metro 
subway  with  a system  that  provides  greater  safety  and  allows  for  closer  headways.  It  will  involve 
the  installation  of  wayside  and  on-board  computers  and  upgraded  Central  Control  computer 
equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C LP.  pp  98  - 100 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

9.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-81 
$3,200,000  (80%)  FTA  Sec.  9 

$400,000 
$400,000 
$59,504,053 


Some  elements  of  the  ATCS  contract  are  included  in  the  LRV2  and  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  project 
budget.  Those  elements  are  not  reflected  in  the  noted  total  project  cost. 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  $55,504,053 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEP A STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c)(18).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to 
the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15301(c)(13). 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


The  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  project,  by  allowing  faster  and  more  efficient  turnbacks  of  Metro  trains 
in  the  subway,  will  increase  train  capacity  through  the  subway.  This  increased  train  throughput  will 
be  accommodated  more  safely  and  expeditiously  with  the  installation  of  a new,  state-of-the-art  signal 
system,  to  replace  the  current  fixed-block  sign^  system  in  Metro's  five-mile  tunnel. 

The  Metro  subway  signal  system  now  in  use  will  be  20  years  old  by  the  mid-1990’s.  Since  the 
system  was  developed,  there  have  been  significant  improvements  in  signal  technology.  A moving- 
block  signal  system,  with  Advanced  Train  Control  (ABC)  employing  on-board  computer  hardware 
and  wayside  monitoring,  would  provide  continuous  tracking  of  all  vehicles  and  control  their 
acceleration/deceleration,  location,  and  speed.  This  would  significantly  improve  both  capacity  and 
safety  in  the  subway.  In  addition,  this  project  will  include  an  ADA  element  with  the  provision  of 
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digitized  audible  announcements  in  the  stations  and  on  the  cars.  The  subway  signal  system  will  be 
ready  for  operation  in  advance  of  the  completion  of  the  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  and  the  first 
delivery  of  a new  generation  of  LRVs. 


PROJECT  SCHEDULE 

TASKS 

BEGIN  COMPLETE 

Construction  and  Acc^tance  09/01/90  06/30/97 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ACCESSIBLE  VANS 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  Accessible  Vans 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vdiicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.LP.  pp.  210-213  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-81  & 85 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,650,000  SECTION  9 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING:  0 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $412,500  Bridge  Tolls 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  COST:  $2,062,500 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  None 

: ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIHCATION: 

The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  purchase  accessible  vans  for  paratransit  providers  to  expand  the  amoimt 
of  available  paratransit  service.  San  Francisco's  demand  for  paratransit  trips  has  increased  dramatically 
over  the  past  few  years.  Between  FY  1989-90  and  FY  1992-93  service  nearly  doubled,  providing 
almost  a 1,000,000  trips  in  FY  1992-93. 

A goal  of  MUNI,  as  well  as  a provision  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  is  to  provide 
paratransit  to  those  persons  who  are  ADA  eligible.  This  entails  the  elimination  of  edacity  constraints 
as  well  as  the  abolition  of  waiting  lists  for  ADA  eligible  persons.  It  is  clear  from  the  projected  figures 
that  the  demand  for  paratransit  services  will  surpass  current  availability.  Paratransit  providers  need 
additional  vans  to  meet  this  expanding  need  and  to  meet  the  requirements  of  ADA.  In  addition,  as  vans 
in  the  San  Francisco  paratransit  system  reach  their  useful  life  expectancy  it  is  necessary  to  replace  them 
to  keep  service  at  maximum  potential. 

Another  goal  of  the  paratransit  program  is  to  expand  the  pilot  program  of  ramped  vans  which  functions 
on  a demand-response  or  on-call  basis  to  primarily  transport  wheelchair  users,  but  also  ambulatory 
passengers.  These  vehicles  eliminate  the  need  for  advance  reservations  for  wheelchair  users  and  ^so 
reduce  the  cost  per  trip. 
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The  Paratransit  Broker,  Cerenio  Management  Group,  estimates  that  the  initial  phase  of  the  ramped  van 
program  will  benefit  approximately  640  wheelchair  users  who  use  paratransit  lift  vans  exclusively.  The 
estimated  cost  of  a one-way  lift  van  trip  was  $20.47  in  FY  1993-94.  The  average  cost  per  one-way  taxi 
trip  is  approximately  $8.00,  which  is  significantly  less  than  lift  van  costs.  Additionally,  CMG  reports 
that  there  are  700  wheelchair  users  who  now  use  taxicabs,  but  must  transfer  from  their  wheelchairs  to 
the  car  seat  while  the  driver  folds  and  stows  the  wheelchair.  These  passengers  would  be  able  to  use  the 
ramped  van. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1 . OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Cable  Car  Vehicle  Rehabilitation 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  total  reconstruction  of  one  Cable  Car  and 
the  partial  reconstruction  of  one  additional  car  on  an  annual  basis. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vdiicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp  42  - 45  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-77 


6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$723,000 

(80%)  FTA  Section  9 

7. 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

90,375 

(10%)  State  TCI  TP&D 

8. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  FUNDING: 

90,375 

(10%)  Bridge  ToUs 

9. 

TOTAL  FY93  PROJECT  COST: 

$903,750 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  Funds  were  included  in  the  FY92  Section  Grant  CA-90-X498. 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c)(14).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to 
the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15301(d). 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIHCATION: 

The  project  will  enhance  Cable  Car  System  reliability  and  productivity  by  overhauling  two  v^icles 
per  year.  In  this  fashion,  the  entire  Cable  Car  fleet  can  be  systematically  rehabilitated  on  a 
twenty-two  year  cycle.  The  purchase  of  new  equipment  is  not  an  option  available  to  Muni,  thus 
rdiabilitation  is  the  only  viable  ^proach.  The  renewal  of  one  to  two  Cable  Cars  on  an  annual  basis 
would  fully  restore  the  entire  fleet  in  a systematic  manner.  This  level  of  rebuilding  is  adequate  to 
ensure  service  reliability. 

CABLE  CARS  VEfflCLE  REHABILITATION  IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 


TASKS  BEGIN  COMPLETE 


o Environmental  Analysis 
0 Project  Planning  and  Scheduling 
0 Phased  Rehabilitation 


January,  1987 
March,  1991 
March,  1993 


December,  1987 
September,  1992 
June,  1997 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1. 

2. 

3. 


4. 

5. 

6. 


7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 


12. 


OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
PROJECT  NAME:  MUNI  Metro  Accessibility  Improyements 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and  construction  of 
accessibility  improvements  serving  the  MUNI  Metro  system.  The  project  provides  for  the 
development  and  installation  of  safety  and  security  improvements  to  aid  the  physically  challenged 
MUNI  riders.  These  funds  will  support  minor  accessibility  improvements  to  the  Boeing  cars  now 
serving  the  system  and  continued  work  on  MUNI  Metro  accessibility  improvements  and  Key  Station 
compliance. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vehicles  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  101  - 105  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  m-A-38 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 


$643,000  Regional  STP 
$3,672,800  Section  9 
$2,296,000  STP  Swap 


PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 


$459,100  TCI 


PROPOSED  LOCAL  FUNDING:  $841,004  SFMRIC/Tolls/Sales  Tax 

TOTAL  ANNUAL  PROGRAM  COST:  $7,452,802 


PRIOR  FUNDING:  The  design  and  construction  of  accessible  platforms  were  funded  with  prior  year 
Federal  Section  9,  State  Guideway,  and  other  local  capital  resources. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 
pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(15).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State 
EIR  Guidelines  15301  (c),  15303  (d,e). 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTMCATION: 


This  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and  construction  of  accessibility  improvements  serving  the 
MUM  Metro  system.  The  project  elements  include;  the  continued  phased  design  and  construction  of 
high-level  accessible  wayside  platforms  at  additional  locations  along  MUM  Metro  surface  routes;  the 
trial  use  of  wayside  lifts  in  constrained  locations;  and  the  development  and  installation  of  accesibility, 
safety,  and  security  improvements  to  aid  physically  challenged  MUM  riders.  Local  policy  objectives 
promote  the  phased  development  of  a fully  accessible  fixed-route  network. 

WAYSIDE  PLATFORMS 

MUM  operates  a fleet  of  130  light  rail  vehicles  in  a five-mile  tunnel  with  nine  underground  stations 
which  are  accessible  to  wheelchair  users  using  high  level  platforms.  Special  concrete  acessible 
boarding  platforms  for  wheelchair  users  have  been  constructed  on  the  surface  at  several  locations: 
L-TARAVAL  at  the  San  Francisco  Zoo;  M-OCEANVIEW  at  San  Francisco  State  University; 
N-JUDAH  at  Ocean  Beach;  near  Cole  and  Carl  Streets,  and  at  Duboce  Park;  K-INGLESIDE  near 
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City  College,  at  Balboa  Station,  and  at  Lakeshore  Village  (Junipero  Serra/Ocean);  J-CHURCH  at  San 
Jose  and  Randall  Streets.  Two  new  sites  will  be  opened  in  1995.  The  first  new  station  will  serve 
both  the  M-OCEANVIEW  and  extended  J-CHURCH  lines  at  19th  Avenue  and  Winston  near 
Stonestown.  The  second  station  will  serve  the  M-OCEANVIEW  line  at  San  Jose  and  Geneva 
Avenues. 

The  existing  and  proposed  surface  sites,  in  conjunction  with  Metro  underground  stations  and 
accessible  coach  routes,  form  an  integrated  network  of  accessible  public  transit  allowing  wheelchair 
users  to  regularly  use  the  transit  system.  Assessment  of  the  recently  installed  wayside  platforms 
indicates  the  viability  of  these  low-maintenance  concrete  structures  as  a cost-effective  solution  for 
Metro  surface  accessibility  at  several  key  surface  sites.  The  wayside  platforms  are  included  as 
elements  of  the  Municipal  Railway's  Key  Station  plans. 

NEW  KEY  STATIONS 

o N-JUDAH  at  Judah  Street  & Sunset  Boulevard 
o N-JUDAH  at  Judah  Street  & 19th  Avenue 
o N-JUDAH  at  Judah  Street  & 9th  Avenue 
o N-JUDAH  at  Irving  & Arguello  Streets 
o N-JUDAH  & J-CHURCH  at  Duboce  & Church  Streets 
o L-TARAVAL  at  Taraval  Street  & Sunset  Boulevard 
0 L-TARAVAL  at  Taraval  Street  & 22nd  Avenue 
o K-INGLESIDE  at  Ocean  Avenue  & Jules  Street 

o K-INGLESIDE,  L-TARAVAL,  & M-OCEANVIEW  at  St.  Francis  Circle 
o J-CHURCH  & M-OCEANVIEW  at  San  Jose  & Geneva  Avenues 
o J-CHURCH  at  Church  & 30th  Streets 
o J-CHURCH  at  Church  & 24th  Streets 
o J-CHURCH  at  Church  & 18th  Streets 
o J-CHURCH  at  Church  & Market  Streets 
0 M-OCEANVIEW  at  Randolph  & Arch  Streets 

Fifteen  additional  key  stations  are  included  in  MUNI's  ADA  Key  Station  Compliance  Plan.  The  Plan 
provides  for  compliance  by  the  end  of  1996.  Design  work  and  community  outreach  are  currently 
underway.  Beyond  these  stations  MUNI  would  like  to  expand  its  wayside  accesibility  to  an  additional 
16  stops  not  required  by  the  ADA. 

STATION  IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvements  to  MUNI  Metro  underground  stations  have  been  proposed  by  the  MUNI  Accessibiltiy 
Advisory  Committee.  The  MUNI  Metro  station  improvements  that  will  be  completed  in  1995  and 
1996  include: 

0 Installing  distinctive  platform  edging  treatments  to  assist  the  visually  impaired  passengers  in 
boarding  Muni  Metro. 

o Developing  and  installing  a computerized  announcement  system  which  would  identify  the  sequence 
of  MUNI  Metro  cars  to  assist  the  visually-impaired.  This  element  is  included  in  the  ATCS 
project  scope  and  budget. 

0 Installing  additional  street,  mezzanine  and  platform-level  surveillance  cameras  to  increase  security 
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of  disabled  MUNI  Metro  passengers.  The  cameras  would  be  located  at  elevator  entrances  and 
exits  as  well  as  in  the  corridors  that  provide  access  to  the  elevators  in  Downtown  Stations.  i 

o Developing  and  installing  improved  elevator-request  features  to  assist  disabled  passengers  who  are 
unable  to  use  standard  elevator  call  buttons. 

o Upgrading  faregates  to  assist  mobility-impaired  passengers. 

o Installing  direaional  and  information  signage  to  assisting  visually-impaired  and  mobility-  impaired 
passengers. 

o Installing  text-phones  to  assist  hearing-impaired  passengers, 
o Correcting  lighting  problems  to  assist  passengers. 

o Muni  is  currently  participating  in  a talking  signs  demonstration  project  to  evaluate  the 

effectiveness  of  this  technology  for  providing  directional  & informational  signage  to  blind  and 
visually  impaired  passengers  through  infrared  technology.  Powell  Street  Station  has  been  outfilled 
with  93  signs  and  preliminary  results  show  that  the  project  is  very  successful  even  groundbreaking 
in  improvLDg  access  to  the  Metro  System  for  these  passengers.  We  anticipate  installing  these  signs 
in  all  underground  stations  if  this  test  project  proves  effective. 

VEmCLE  IMPROVEMENTS/CHANGES 

The  Boeing  LRV  requires  modification  to  the  door  operation  to  ensure  passenger  safety  when  loading 
and  unloading  passengers  at  the  new  handicapped  accessible  platforms  at  key  stations  ^ong  the  LRV 
street  routes.  Currently,  both  front  and  rear  center  doors  open  when  the  Boeing  LRV  stops  to  load 
and  unload  passengers  at  a handicapped  accessible  platform.  Some  of  the  existing  platforms  provide  a 
barrier  in  front  of  the  rear  center  doors  which  prevent  passengers  from  accidentally  falling  34  inches 
from  the  Boeing  LRV  to  the  streets. 

The  new  handic^ped  accessible  platforms  will  not  have  the  barrier  in  front  of  the  rear  center  doors. 

To  prevent  passengers  from  accidental  falling  out  of  the  rear  center  doors,  the  operation  of  the  Boeing 
LRV  doors  must  be  modified  by  adding  an  operating  mode  that  will  keep  the  rear  center  doors  closed 
while  handicapped  passengers  are  embarking  or  disembarking  from  the  front  center  doors. 

The  modifications  consist  of  altering  the  existing  door  control  relay  panel,  adding  new  control  relays 
and  adding  a new  ADA  switch  and  indicating  lights.  The  estimat^  total  cost  of  the  project  for 
design,  project  management,  inspection,  procurement  and  construction  is  $725,000  and  Ae  time 
needed  to  complete  the  project  is  approximately  27  months. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1 OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2 PROJECT  NAME;  WOODS  DIVISION  AND  ANNEX  REDEVELOPMENT 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  involves  the  acquisition  and  development  of 
additional  property  near  the  Woods  facility  to  evenmally  enable  the  relocation  of  Kirkland 
Division,  and  to  provide  for  the  servicing  and  maintenance  of  articulated  vehicles  and 
alternatively-fueled  motor  coaches.  The  subsequent  renovation  of  the  existing  Woods  facility 
would  correct  various  design  and  operational  problems  in  the  operating  division,  and  provide 
for  the  servicing  and  maintenance  of  alternatively-fueled  motor  coaches.  The  relocation  of 
certain  functions  within  the  Woods  facility  may  allow  enough  space  to  provide  for  the 
relocation  of  the  Revenue  Center  from  its  current  inadequate  location. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  52-55  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-82 

6.  PROPOSED  SECTION  9 FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,600,000 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  LOCAL  PARTNERSHIP  FUNDING; 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  400,000 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  COST;  2,000,000 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  $8,479,000 

1 1 . ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS: 

Categorical  Exclusion  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION; 

This  project  involves  the  design  and  construction  of  three  distinct  functional  areas; 

1.  A new  operating  and  light  maintenance  division  for  190  motor  coaches; 

2.  The  rehabilitation  of  another  operating  and  light  maintenance  division  (Woods)  for  190 
motor  coaches; 

3.  A Revenue  Center. 

These  three  functional  areas  will  be  situated  on  two  different  sites  which  are  located  four 
blocks  apart.  The  Woods  site,  which  is  a now  a MUNI  motor  coach  operating  division,  is 
about  eight  acres  and  has  an  existing  17-year-old  building  on  it,  the  utility  of  which  is  to  be 
maximized. 

Several  parcels  of  land  make  up  the  Islais  Creek  site.  Two  parcels  have  been  acquired 
(approximately  5 acres)  and  a third  may  be  acquired  if  the  functional  analysis  shows  more 
space  is  needed.  There  are  some  buildings  on  the  site  which  are  dilapidated  and  will  be  tom 
down,  and  the  site  will  be  completely  cleared. 
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First  Function:  The  Municipal  Railway  currently  has  305  standard,  45  small,  124  articulated  motor 
coaches,  housed  and  maintained  at  three  motor  coach  operating  and  light  maintenance  divisions: 

Woods,  Kirkland,  and  Flynn.  Heavy  rq>air,  ;unit  repair,  and  paint  & body  work  for  all  motor  coaches 
except  the  artics  is  performed  at  a centralized  facility  at  Woods  Division. 

Clean  Air  regulations  may  require  the  move  to  alternatively-fueled  motor  coaches.  MUNI  has  no 
facility  that  can  handle  these  new  vehicles.  One  function  in  this  project  is  the  construction  of  an 
operating  division  that  will  provide  servicing  and  maintenance  of  the  alternatively-fueled  vdiicles. 

The  land  uses  surrounding  Kirkland  Division  have  substantially  changed  since  the  division  was 
constructed  nearly  40  years  age,  and  the  motor  coach  operating  division  is  now  considered  to  be 
incompatible  with  its  new  neighbors.  In  addition,  the  value  of  the  land  has  escalated  dramatically. 
Growing  political  and  financial  pressures  have  resulted  in  a policy  to  relocate  Kirkland  as  soon  as  a new 
site  can  be  found.  One  function  in  this  project  is  the  construction  of  an  operating  division  to  rq)lace 
Kirkland  Division. 

Second  Function:Woods  Division  has  several  operating  problems  and  deficiencies  that  need  to  be 
resolved.  In  addition,  some  areas  of  the  facility  cannot  accommodate  articulated  coaches.  A second 
function  in  this  project  is  the  rdiabilitation  of  Woods  Division,  including  the  determination  of  whether 
to  modify  it  to  accommodate  articulated  vehicles.  The  rdiabilitation  will  include  modifications  to  enable 
alternatively-fueled  vehicles  to  be  serviced  and  maintained  at  this  site. 

Third  Function:  The  Revenue  Center,  which  processes  MUNI  revenue  from  all  divisions,  fare 
machines,  and  the  subway,  along  with  all  City  of  San  Francisco  parking  meter  revenue,  is  currently 
located  at  Presidio  Division.  This  location  is  completely  insufficient  in  terms  of  space,  functionality, 
and  security,  and  a new  site  for  the  Revenue  Center  is  needed.  The  relocation  of  certain  functions 
within  the  Woods  facility  may  allow  enough  space  to  provide  for  the  relocation  of  die  Revenue  Center 
from  its  current  inadequate  location,  or  the  Revenue  Center  may  be  incorporated  into  the  Islais  Creek 
site.  The  final  location  is  to  be  determined  in  Conceptual  Engineering. 

One  final  point  of  interest.  The  Islais  Creek  site  is  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  and  they  require  that  public  access  and  landscaped 
improvements  be  provided  along  the  creek  frontage.  A citizens'  group.  Friends  of  Islais  Creek,  is 
currently  investigating  the  feasibility  of  restoring  the  edges  of  the  creek.  MUNI  and  UEB  will  be 
working  with  this  citizens  group  to  determine  what  public  access  and  amenities  to  provide  along  the 
landscaped  creek  frontage. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS  BEGIN  COMPLETE 


1.  Land  Assembly 

01/01/89 

08/30/94 

2.  Conceptual  Engineering 

03/01/91 

06/30/94 

3.  Site  Demo/Cleanup 

11/01/94 

09/30/96 

4.  Final  Design,  Islais 

01/01/95 

10/31/95 

5.  Final  Design,  Woods 

05/01/96 

04/30/97 

6.  Construction,  Islais 

11/01/95 

08/31/97 

7.  Construction,  Woods 

05/01/97 

■ 02/28/99 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  DATA  PROCESSING,  OFFICE  and  MISCELLANEOUS  EQUIPMENT 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  project  provides  for  the  replacement  of  worn  equipment  and  the 

purchase  of  new  equipment  to  be  used  for  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  transit  vehicles  and  fixed 
facilities.  The  project  also  provides  for  the  replacement  and  purchase  of  data  processing  and  office 
equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (13)  Data  Processing  (15)  Office  Equipment 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  141-143,  135-11TP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-83-84 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,700,000  SECTION  9 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  LOCAL  PARTNERSHIP  FUNDING:  TBD 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $675,000  SALES  TAXES 

>.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  COST:  $3,375,000 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  not  ^plicable 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEP A STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  project  includes  the  purchase  of  new  equipment  needed  on  an  ongoing  basis  for  the  continued 
operation  of  MUNI's  transportation,  maintenance,  and  administrative  functions.  The  project  also 
provides  electronic,  computers,  and  office  technology  to  support  the  planning,  engineering, 
administrative,  and  management  needs  of  the  Municipal  Railway.  Expanded  use  of  this  technology  is 
required  in  modem  business  environments.  This  equipment  will  be  requested  by  MUNI  Divisions  as 
part  of  the  annual  operating  budget  submission  each  winter.  A specific  list  of  this  equipment  has  not  yet 
been  prepared.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  equipment  purchases  will  support  the  renew^  needs,  cohesion, 
and  communication  of  the  the  new  Department  of  Transportation. 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  SamTrans 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

$93,286,228 
$3,443,411 
$5,000,000 
$101.729.639 


Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 

Net 

Federal 

Local 

Pmject 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

SamTrans 

$1,501,583 

$53,955,916 

55,457,499 

Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Proposed 

state 

Proposed 

Local 

Total 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

SM95001B  Bus  Replacement 

13 

$4,988,896 

$0 

$1,197,724 

$6,186,620 

SM95002  Replacement  Paratransit  Vehs. 

13 

$756,100 

$0 

$166,530 

$922,630 

Totals: 

$5,744,996 

SQ 

$1,364,254 

$7.109.250 

Total  Grantee  Program: 

$7,246,579 

Pr  1994-95  Apportionment: 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San 
Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 
Total: 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 


Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * 

Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " ** 
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PROJECT  WORKSHEET 

For  Projects  For  FY  94/95 
MTC  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR;  SaitiTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION;  Purchase  of  22  replacement  buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS;  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles. 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  III-22  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE; 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING;  $4,988,896  SOURCE;  FTA  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (19.4%);  $1,197,724  SOURCE;  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST;  $6,186,620 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING;  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS; 

NEPA  STATUS;  23  CFR  771.117(c)(1) 

CEQA  STATUS;  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS  (PLEASE 
COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) ; 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project 
as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments? ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 
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SamTrans 
Replacement  Buses 
Page  2 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  District's  bus  replacement  program  assumes  the  usefule  life  of  a bus 
is  12  years.  Our  experience  has  shown  that  buses  over  12  years  old  have 
proven  to  significantly  impact  maintenance  costs.  The  aim  of  our  bus 
replacement  schedule  is  to  ultimately  achieve  an  even  distribution  of 
buses  between  the  ages  one  and  12  years  with  an  average  fleet  age  of  si> 
years. 

Our  proposed  bus  replacement  program  calls  for  replacement  of  72 
vehicles  between  FY  1994/95  - 1995/96.  In  FY  94/95,  38  Gillig  buses 
will  be  replaced  as  well  as  an  additional  34  Gillig  buses  in  FY  1995/96. 
This  replacement  schedule  conforms  to  FTA  requirements  and  spare  ratios. 

This  program  will  enable  the  District  to  continue  to  maintain  a safe  and 
reliable  fleet  and  contain  its  maintenance  costs.  All  replacement  buses 
will  be  assigned  to  existing  service  routes  as  part  of  the  District's 
on-going  replacement  program. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Project:  Replacement  Buses 
Operator:  SM-IB 
Page : 3 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  96/97 

FY  97/98 

SCHEDULE 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  IrWrite  Specs 

X 

— 

TASK  2:Issue  Bid 
Document 

X 

TASKS:  Award  of  Bid 

X 

TASK  4:  System  in 
Service 

X 

O:  Clearances  and  Approvals 


1 EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  96/97 

FY  97/98 

: IA  Sec  9 

$4,988,896 

FTA  Sec  3 

Other  FED 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

— 
Rail  Bonds 

PCL  Bonds 

Other  State 

H 

1 STA* 

$1,197,724 

1 Local  Funds 

j 

Source: 

□ 

Sales  Tax 

□ 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$6,186,620 

J 

* SamTrans  will  use  available  revenue-based  SB  3 STA  funds  for  niatch  plus  local  sales  tax  for  the  balance  required. 
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PROJECT  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  For  FY  94/95 
MTC  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  SamTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  of  Paratransit  Vehicles 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  10  paratransit  vehicles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-34  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $756,100  SOURCE:  FTA  Sect 

9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (18%) : $166,530  SOURCE:  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $922,630 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(1) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to 
contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the 
private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 
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lamTrans 

Replacement  Paratransit  Vehicles 
'age  2 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  District's  paratransit  van  replacement  program  is  based 
upon  the  FTA  established  4-year/lOO , 000  mile  criteria. 

SamTrans  proposed  vehicle  replacement  program  calls  for 
replacement  of  10  vehicles  in  FY  94/95. 

This  replacement  schedule  conforms  to  FTA  requirements  and 
spare  ratios. 

This  project  will  enable  the  District  to  continue  to 
maintain  a safe  and  reliable  fleet  and  contain  its 
maintenance  costs. 

The  replacement  vehicles  will  be  used  to  meet  existing 
service  requirements,  and  is  part  of  the  District  ongoing 
replacement  program  for  paratransit  vehicles. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Project:  Replacement  Paratransit  Vehicles 
Operator:  SM 
Page:  3 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  96/97 

FY  97/98  5 

SCHEDULE 

QI  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4 

QI  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  I:\Vrite  Specs 

X 

TASK  2:Issue  Bid 
Document 

X 

TASK  3:  Award  of  Bid 

X 

TASK  4;  In  Service 

X 

O;  Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  96/97 

FY  97/98 

FTA  Sec  9 

$756,100 

FTA  Sec  3 

I Other  FED 

.lace  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Rail  Bonds 

PCL  Bonds 

Other  State 

STA* 

$166,530 

Local  Funds 

Source: 

Sales  Tax 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$922,630 

* SamTrans  will  use  available  revenue-based  SB  3 STA  funds  for  match  plus  local  sales  tax  for  the  balance  required. 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-133- 


December  1994 


1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  Vallejo 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

' FY  1 994-95  Apportionment;  $93,286,228 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $3,443,41 1 

Section  9 FY  1995  Capital  Fund  Transfer  from  San  $5,000,000 

Diego  Metropolitan  Development  Board  (MTDB): 

Total:  $101,729.639 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 


Vallejo 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

$663,957 


Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 

$2,949,129  $3,613,086 


Capital  Projects 

Section  9 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

VL9501 0 Paratransit  Vans  (2) 

13 

$128,563 

$0 

$26,332 

$154,895 

VL95003  Intermodal  Facility 

10 

$533,333 

$133,333 

$0 

$666,666 

Totals: 

§661.896 

$133,333 

$26.332 

$821  561 

Total  Grantee  Program: 

11.325.853 

• Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * ** ", 

**  Projects  funded  with  MTDB  capital  fund  transfer  are  marked  " 
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rKOiTSCT  JUOTXrXCASXOV  WOKK  0nBVT 
(U|>dA^ttd  XI/11/94) 

FOR  PROJECTS  OUBMXTTBD  FOR  TOB  MffMUAX<  Rl.lOtgirr  OF 
MTC  » TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRXORXTXBS 

FT  1994-95  AlNtniAl.  RLRWBIfT 

1.  OPERATOR;  City  of  Vallejo 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  Paratransit  vans  (2) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  two  (2)  accessible  paratransit  vehicles  and 
related  dispatching  ecpipment  to  iT.pleiRent  ADA  ccanpliance  service. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 

D.  SRTP  PACE  REFERENCE;  soiono  Jolut  parauranslt  Compliance 
Plan  ('January  1993) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING;  Section  3 $128,563  (83%) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH;  6TA  $26,332  (17%) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST*  $154,895 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING f Non* 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  AND  STATUS;  Cacogoiical  Exeniption 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  Solano  Joint  Paratransit  Cmpliance  Plan  was  recently 
completed  in  January  1993.  This  project  would  purchase  ten 
accessible  paratransit  vehicles  and  related  radio/dispatching 
equipment  for  the  implementation  of  the  transportation 
requirements  of  the  Aroericens  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  of  1990. 

While  the  Paratransit  Compliance  Plan  has  not  yet  outlined  a 
definitive  ccanpliance  strategy  for  meeting  ADA  requirements  within 
the  Vallejo  Transit  bus  service  area,  tentative  plans  call  for 
operation  of  an  accessible  dial-a»rido  system  in  the  Vallejo  area 
starting  in  FY  1993-94.  vehicles  and  dispatching  equipment  are 
needed  to  implement  expanded  service  meeting  ADA  requiren^nts . 
Projected  operating  costs  during  the  rirat  year  of  ADA  ccsnpliance 
service,  costing  about  $300,000  the  first  full  year  of  operation. 
Paratrensit  service  would  initially  operate  Monday  through 
fia.tuird®y  between  0;00  a. in.  and  about  7:30  p.m.  We  anticipate  that 
five  to  six  vehicles  would  operate  meet  of  the  day,  with  up  to 
eight  during  peak  tir»os.  Ton  vehicles  are  needed. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  paratransit  service  will  bo 
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ond/ox  oKpandeO  vlcnln  me  rive  year  "full 
implementation**  requirements  of  ADA.  Vehicle  purchases  DeyonC  ten 
may  bo  needed  in  future  years  i£  this  prcMgrosuB  does  not  meet  all 
legitimate  ADA-eligible  service  demands. 

This  vehicle  purchase  was  split  into  two  parts  for  funding 
purposes.  The  first  application  was  approved  and  funded  for  eight 
(8)  vehicles.  The  second  portion  has  been  approved  for  two  (2) 
vehicles,  the  subject  of  this  project  justification. 


1)  Project  Benefits 
a)  Direct  Passenger  Benefits 

The  direct  passenger  t>enefits  frora  this  project  are; 

Full  access lDiilt.y  for  the  disabled. 

More  direct  service  comparea  to  fixed  route  buses. 

Improved  passenger  comfort,  convenience,  and  amenities 
compox-ed  to  fixed  route  bus  service. 

Scheduling  efficiency  and  reliability  using  state  of  the  art 
para  transit  radios  and  ccc^terised  dispatching. 


b)  Syatom  Productivity 

Reduced  operating  costs  due  to  elimination  o£  lease  exp>enees. 

Maximize  efficiency  and  reliability  of  dispatching 
activities. 

c)  Regional  Goals 

This  project  is  essential  in  meeting  ada  mandates  for  the 
Vallejo  Transit  bus  service  area.  This  project  is  essential  for 
meeting  regional,  state  and  Federal  goals  and  mandates  for  the 
provision  of  accessible  transit  service  for  ADA-eligible  and  other 
disabled  persons. 


d)  Replacement  or  Rehabilitation 
hot  applicable. 


2)  Line  Item  Budget 

Ten  Paratranait  Vehicles  a Dispatch  Equifmient  $349,500 
California  sales  tax  (7.25%)  10,204 
total  $160,704 
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PROJBCS  JUSTIFICATIOH  WORK  SH2BT 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  AKHUAL  ELEMEHT  OF 
MTC ' S TRAXSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

FT  1995-96  AWHUAL  ELEMEHT 

1-  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vallejo 

'2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Intermodal  Facility  (Engineering  & Design) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Engineering  and  design  of  an  intermodal  transit  facility  to 
be  located  at  the  permanent  Vallejo  Ferry  Terminal  location, 
including  site  selection,  completion  of  an  environmental  impact 
report  and  project  engineering  and  design* 

5.  SRT?  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Vallejo  Ferry  Plan  (Chapter  7) 

6*  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  Section  9 $533,333  (80%) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  Preposition  116  $133,333  (20%) 

8*  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST;  $666,666 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING;  None 

10*  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  AND  STATUS:  EIR  Required. 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

This  request  is  for  the  engineering  and  design  phase  for  the 
construction  of  an  intermodal  transit  facility  at  the  permanent 
location  of  the  Vallejo  Ferry  Terminal,  as  recommended  in  the 
Vallejo  Ferry  Plan: 

The  elements  of  this  phase  of  the  project  include: 

Selection  of  a permanent  location  for  rhe  ferry  terminal  and 
intermodal  facility. 

• Completion  of  an  environmental  impact  report  on  the  entire 
project,  including  public  participation. 

Engineering  and  design  of  civil  engineering  improvements  for 
the  intermodal  facility,  including  transit  access,  road^<?ay 
access,  parking  lots  and  structures,  necessary  buildings, 
landscaping,  security,  fare  collection,  etc. 

1)  Project  Benefits 

a)  Direct  Passenger  Benefits 
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The  entire  intennodal  project  will  have  the  following  direct 
passenger  benefits: 

Improved  Parking 

Improved  Comfort  and  Amenities 

• improved  System  Reliability 

• Passenger  Safety 


Improved  Parking.  If  the  ferry  system  is  to  carry  up  to  the  1,400 
patrons  projected  during  in  tne  morning  peak  by  the  late  1990 's, 
adequate  roadway,  parking  and  transit  access  needs  to  be  provided. 

The  Vallejo  Ferry  Plan  estimates  that  up  to  1,250  parking 
spaces  will  be  needed  if  ridership  estimates  are  to  be  met. 

Nearby  adequate  and  convenient  parking  will  encourage  heavy  ferry 
system  ridership,  thus  meeting  regional  goals  for  reducing 
congestion  in  the  1-80  and  Bay  Bridge  corridors. 

The  existing  parking  facility  at  the  Vallejo  Ferry  Terminal 
is  a gravel  lot  that  reconstructed  a prior  facility  on  an 
emergency  basis  after  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  in  October,  1989. 
Deficiencies  include  inadequate  lighting,  poor  security,  dust  and 
rock  damage  to  cars,  bad  drainage,  and  other  inherent  problems. 

The  proposed  improvements  could  provide  up  to  1,250  spaces  in 
surface  and/or  structured  parking  facilities,  matching  all  current 
parking  design  standards  and  requirements. 

Constructing  a new  parking  lot  or  parking  structure  at  the 
selected  permanent  terminal  location  will  also  free  up  potentially 
vaiuaible  land  for  meeting  the  City's  development  and  open  space 
goals  for  the  waterfront. 

Improved  Comfort  and  Amenities.  Current  and  future  bus  and  ferry 
passengers  will  directly  benefit  from  this  project.  The  project 
will  make  possible  the  operation  of  all  current  and  future  Vallejo 
Transit  routes  directly  to  the  ferry  terminal,  providing  excellent 
feeder  service  for  ferry  passengers  using  transit  for  land-side 
access.  "Kiss  and  ride”  curb  space  would  also  be  provided. 

Service  Reliability  and  Capacity.  This  project  will  increase 
service  reliability  by  consolidating  one  of  the  major  bus  transfer 
point  in  one  location  directly  adjacent  to  the  Vallejo  Ferry 
Terminal.  At  the  current  main  transfer  point,  riders  must  walk  up 
to  700  feet  between  bus  stops.  The  intermodal  facility  would 
provide  one  or  two  bus  transfer  "islands"  to  consolidate  bus  stops 
in  one  small  area  aind  a maximiam  walking  distance  of  under  300  feet 
to  all  routes  as  well  as  the  ferry  dock. 

The  Vallejo  Ferry  Flan  estimates  that  initially,  10%  to  20% 
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of  all  ferry  patrons  would  use  feeder  bus  service.  This  reduces 
parking  requirements  by  100  to  200  spaces. 

b)  Systan  Productivity 

No  direct  impact, 

c)  Regional  Goals 

This  project  may  be  eligible  for  additional  points  as  it  is 
directly  related  to  the  Vallejo  ferry  expansion  program  described 
in  the  Vallejo  Ferry  Plan  «ind  Regional  Ferry  Plan,  Phase  2. 

The  project  is  a logical  progression  beyond  the  other  ferry 
projects  requested  in  the  FY  1992-93  Capital  Priorities  and  the 
vessel  purchase  and  interim  terminal  facilities  projects  included 
in  1992 's  "Project  Junp  Start. 

This  project  strongly  supports  regional  goals,  as  outlined  in 
the  Vallejo  Ferry  Plan,  These  particularly  include  improved 
intermodal  connections,  service  coordination,  reduction  of  peak 
traffic  demands  on  1-80,  and  reducing  air  pollution. 

The  Vallejo  intermodal  facility  will  be  the  key  regional 
intermodal  connection  point  for  all  of  Southern  Solano  County, 
serving  a population  of  more  than  150,000  people.  It  will  also  be 
the  key  transfer  point  between  several  regional  trunkline 
services,  including  the  Vallejo  to  San  Francisco  ferry,  BartLink 
express  buses  in  the  1-80  corridor,  Napa  Valley  Transit  serving 
the  Highway  29  corridor  through  the  Napa  Valley,  and  Benicia 
Transit,  serving  the  I-680/I-780  corridor  between  Solano  County 
and  Central  Contra  Costa  County. 

d)  Replac^oent  or  Rehabilitation 

Not  directly  applicable. 


2.  Line  Item  Budget:* 


* Subject  to  detailed  engineering  and  design  analysis,  the  topic 
of  this  particular  funding  request. 


EIR,  Engineering  and  Design 
Ferry /Land-side  Transit  Center 
Construct  surface/structured  parking 
Roadways,  Traffic  Signals,  etc. 


$656,250 

$2,344,750 

5,50C,000 

1,500,000 


TOTAL 


$10,000,000 
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FY 1994-95  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 


San  Jose 
Urbanized  Area 


(Table  11-2) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Jose  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  9 Funds  Available 

Pk' 1994-95  Apportionment  $23,462,557 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  SO 


Total: 


$23.462.557 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 Cumulative 

Operator  Federal  Share  Federal  Share 


Caltrain  (JPB)  $5,847,901 

SCCTD  $0 


$5,847,901 

Capital  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

CT94001SJ 

Track  Rehabilitation  (SJ) 

13 

$2,910,000 

$727,500 

$0 

$3,637,500 

CT95050 

Radio  Communications  (SJ) 

10 

$103,843 

$25,961 

$0 

$129,804 

CT93 

Station  Improvements 

$541,293 

$135,323 

$0 

$676,616 

CT93 

Key  Station  Accessibility 

$294,854 

$73,714 

$0 

$368,568 

Total 

$3,849,990 

$962.498 

SQ 

$4,812,488 

SCCTD 

SC95001 

Replace  Buses  (no 
radio/fareboxes) 

16 

$9,297,488 

$0 

$2,232,122 

$11,529,610 

SC95003 

Replace  Radio  Communic.  System 

10 

$4,467,178 

$0 

$1,116,795 

$5,583,973 

Total 

$13.764  666 

$23,462,557 

SO 

$3,348,917 

S17  113.583 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Jose  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Caltrain  (JPB) 


$gctipn  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment:  S23.462.557 

PY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  50 

Total:  $23.462.557 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 


Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 

Net 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

S5.847.901 

$21,124,401 

26.972,302 

Capital  Projects 

Score 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Match 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

CT94001SJ 

Track  Rehabilitation  (SJ) 

13 

S2.910.000 

S727.500 

SO 

$3,637,500 

CT95050 

Radio  Communications  (SJ) 

10 

$103,843 

S25.961 

SO 

$129,804 

CT93 

Station  Improvements 

S541.293 

$135,323 

SO 

$676,616 

CT93 

Key  Station  Accessibility 

$294,854 

S73.714 

$0 

$368,568 

Totals: 

S3.849.990 

S962.498 

$0 

$4,812.488 

Total  Grantee  Program:  S9.697.891 
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7. 


9. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

PROJECT  NAME:  Track  Rehabilitation 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  System  wide  track  rehabilitation  including: 

ballast,  CWR,  etc. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  Transit  Way 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  64  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $7,500,000  SOURCE:  Section  9 

($2,910,000  for  SJ  UZA) 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a  SOURCE:  n/a 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $1,875,000  SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 

($727,500  for  SJ  UZA) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $9,375,000 

($3,637,500  for  SJ  UZA) 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  CA-90-X285  (CalTrans) 

CA-90-X335  (CalTrans) 

CA-90-X544  (JPB) 

CA-9O-X605  (JPB) 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS; 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

1 1 . COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X_  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  t>65 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

_X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  1 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

^X No.  ___  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  meastires  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


No.  __  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
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Of  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIHCATION: 

This  track  rehabilitation  project  is  an  ongoing  project  of  improvements  to  the  JPBPCS  railroad  track 
between  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose.  The  project  includes  the  replacement  and  installation  of 
Continuous  Welded  Rail  (CWR)  , tie  replacement,  curve  rail  replacement,  surfacing,  station  area  track 
rehabilitation  and  bridge  rail  rehabilitation.  The  individual  projects  have  been  identified  and  categorized 
in  level  of  importance  by  the  JPB's  rail  consultants,  Woodside  Consulting. 

The  JPB,  with  the  guidance  of  Woodside  Rail  Consultants,  have  identified  an  ongoing  program  of  track 
rehabilitation  projects  up  to  FY2003.  These  projects  are  essentially  an  extension  or  continuation  of 
projects  previously  undertaken  by  Caltrans  prior  to  their  relinquishment  of  control  in  1992.  Detailed 
surveys  of  the  current  (1994)  condition  of  the  track  were  undertaken  by  Woodside  Consultants.  The 
results  of  the  survey  were  translated  into  a comprehensive  track  rehabilitation  program  which  has  been 
identified  in  the  current  JPB  Caltrain  SRTP. 

The  track  rehabilitation  program  includes  the  rehabilitation  and  replacement  of  curve  rail,  jointed  rail 
with  CWR,  crossties,  surfacing  and  ballast,  rail  top  grinding  and  contouring,  and  rehabilitation  of  grade 
crossings. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Track  Rehabilitation. 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  September  23,  1994 

Initial  Qearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$7,500,000 

Title  23(n80) 

Prop.  108 

Prop. 116 

$1,875,000 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$9,375,000 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9, 

10. 

11. 


PROJECT  JUSTOICAHON  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  S>5-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR;  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

PROJECT  NAME:  Radio  Commuiucarioos 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION;  Installation  of  a radio  communications  facility  and  ancillary  winng  located  at  the 
San  Francisco  Tunnels  . 


PROJECT  CLASS:  CnTnmiinirnfii>n*>  (14) 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  78 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING  (80%);  $103,843 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %): 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  525.563 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $129,806 
PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  n/a 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.1 17(c)(SK15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code.  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

COMPUANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUlREIvIENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE; 

SOURCE:  Prop.  116 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  tiae  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adapted  policy? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Fleference  dS2 

Were  proposals  received  £rom  the  private  sector  to  operate,  consirua,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the 
above  named  project? 


d. 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  *ose  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 


Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  connraci  for  the  above  project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  Impact  of  these  impedimems?  Reference 


Have  you  received  any  formal  con^laims  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  > 
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12. 


ADDITION- AL  PLANNING  JUSTIRCAnON': 


Tbe  JPB  needs  to  establish  a private  radio  communication  network  wiih  its  own  frequencies  to  improve  safety 
features  ailowing  drivers  and  engineers  to  communicate  when  trains  are  stopped  or  passing  through  the  mnnels 
legated  in  San  Francisco.  The  sy^stem  wOI  include  a basic,  but  sophisticated  fail  safe  radio  sys»m  with  antenna 
located  on  the  walls  and  entrance.'exits  to  each  tunnel.  In  the  case  of  an  emergency,  dispatch,  emergency  and  tram 
crews  can  communicate  without  any  potential  shoning  or  loss  of  signal. 
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L\lPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  .WD  EXPENPmjRR  Pt  .AN 

Project:  Radio  Cornmiinicarions 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  November  15,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Furthei  cleaiancei  marlced  below  with  "o’ ) 

Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implmentation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Q1 

02 

03 

04 

Q1 

02 

03 

Q4 

Frdim:nar>-  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

Construe  tion/Rshabilitation 

X 

I Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY96 

1 

1 FTA  Section  3 

! FTA  Section  9 

$103,843 

i Title  23(1280) 

Prop.lOS 

Prop.  116 

$25,963 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$129,806 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 


OPERATOR: 
PROJECT  NAME: 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-02 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

Station  Improvements 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Station  and  boarding  improvements  to  San 

Antonio  Road  and  Hayward  Park  stations. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  Stations 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  78 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING  (80%):  $541,293 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (%):  $135,323 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%):  $0 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $676,616 
PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  n/a 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 
SOURCE:  Section  9 
SOURCE:  TCI 
SOURCE:  Prop.  116 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  _X_  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  o82 

Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 


^^No. 


_ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _ 


(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ^ 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 


=X_No. 


_ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _ 


(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  _ 
Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


.No. 


_ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ^ 


(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  _ 


J 
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12. 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


The  JPB  inhented  various  CalTrain  capital  programs  from  Caltrans.  These  station  improvements 
mvolve  the  improvement  of  boarding  platforms  and  replacement  and  improvement  of  facilities.  The 
San  Antonio  Road  boarding  area  project  includes  relocation  of  the  Castro  Station  from  Rengstorff 
Avenue  m Mountain  View  approximately  3/4  mile  north  to  the  San  Antonio  Road  overhead  One  of 
the  advantages  of  the  site  over  the  existing  Castro  Station  is  the  availability  of  land  to  accommodate  off 
street  parking  for  approximately  200  cars.  The  present  Castro  Station  does  not  have  a parking  lot  In 
addiuon  to  providmg  parking  at  the  station  itself,  it  should  also  relieve  some  of  the  parking  congestion 
at  the  Mountain  View  station  to  the  south  and  Palo  Alto  to  the  north. 
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TMPT.EMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Station  Improvements. 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  November  10,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

<-x 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$541,293 

Title  23(1280) 

Prop.  108 

TCI 

$135,323 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$676,616 
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11. 


PROJECT  JUSTinCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-03 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board  (Caltrain) 

PROJECT  NAME:  Key  Station  Accessibility 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Retrofit  "key"  CalTrain  stations  to  provide 

access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers  in  compliance  with  ADA, 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  64  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $294,854  SOURCE:  Section  9 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a  SOURCE:  n/a 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (11.5%):  $73,714  SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $368,568 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $9,687,300  (CA-90-X544  and  CA-90-X605). 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.1 17(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 
No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  p65 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

_X_  No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  1 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

^X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

^X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  1 
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12. 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


As  required  by  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  the  JPB  intends  to  retrofit  key  CalTrain  stations  to 
provide  access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers.  These  funds  will  be  used  to  complete  the  projects  that  have 
been  identified  to  undertake  work  at  stations  identified  in  the  key  station  accessibility  plan  and  prior  grants. 
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IMPLE^fF:NTAT^ON  SCHEDUT.F  and  EXPKlvmnJIlF  pi  an 

Project:  Key  Station  AccessibUity. 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  September  23,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96  1 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

n 

1 Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

fx 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY  1 

1 

FTA  Section  3 

FT  A Section  9 

ISTEA  STP-G 

$294,854 

Prop.  108 

!;  Prop.  116 

$73,714 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$368,568 

L_ 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

San  Jose  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Grantee:  SCCTD 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment:  $23,462,557 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  so 

Total:  $23,462.557 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 

Operating  Assistance  Section  9 

Federal 

Share 


Net 

Local  Project 

Match  Cost 


SCCTD 


SO 


$161,695,913  $161,695,913 


Capital  Projects 


Score 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 


Proposed  Proposed 

State  Local 

Share  Match 


Total 

Project 

Cost 


SC95001  Replace  Buses  (no  radio/fareboxes  16  $9,297,488 

SC95003  Replace  Radio  Communic.  System  10  $4,467,178 


$0  $2,232,122  $11,529,610 

$0  $1,116,795  $5,583,973 


Totals: 


$13.764.666 


SQ  $3.348.917  $17.113.583 


Total  Grantee  Program: 


$13.764.666 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  1994-95  FTA  Program  of  Projects 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2.  PROJECT  NAME: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
Bus  Replacement  (41) 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Acquisition  of  Replacement  Buses 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $9,297,488  SOURCE:  Section  9 Formula  Capital 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  771.117  (c)  17 

CEQA  STATUS:  Class  2 Categorical  Exemption,  Article  19,  Section  15302  (b) 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  1 — New  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  4-3  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


$2,232,122  SOURCE:  Local  Sales  Tax 
$11,529,610 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 
OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses  (41) 

Date:  October  31, 1994 


Implementation  Schedule 

94-95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

95-96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Task  1;  Grant  Award  - 41  buses 

X 

Task  2;  Bus  Procurement 

XXXXXXXXXXX 

Expenditure  Plan 

FY  94-95 

FTA  Section  9 

$9,297,488 

FTA  Section  3 

FAU/FAI 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal 

State  TP  & D 

Article  XIX 

Prop  108  Bonds 

Prop  116  Bonds 

FCR 

State/Local  Partnership 

Other  State 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA  (Operating) 

STA  (Regional) 

Local  Funds:  (specify)  1/2  Cent  Sales  Tax 

$2,232,122 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$11,529,610 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  FTA  1995  Program  of  Projects 


OPERATOR: 

PROJECT  NAME; 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 
PROJECT  CLASS; 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
Replace  Radio  Communications  System 
Replacement  of  16  year-old  transit  communications  system 
14  - Communications 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  4-6  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-94 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1 1 ,901 ,596  SOURCE:  FTA  Section  9 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 2,975,399  SOURCE:  Local  Sales  Tax 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $14,876,995 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 
10 


STP  $ 400,000 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS;  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(14)(19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code  Section  15301 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  SCCTD  s most  significant  pending  equipment  project  is  the  need  to  replace  a aging  transit  radio 
communications  system.  The  system  as  a whole  Is  obsolete  and  almost  all  components  have 
exceeded  their  normal  life  spans.  Effective  April  1993,  the  manufacturer  (Motorola)  announced  the 
discontinuance  of  replacement  parts  support  for  major  elements  of  the  system. 

The  project  will  conform  to  1993  Federal  Communications  Commission  (FCC)  regulations  which 
reallocate  portions  of  the  broadcast  spectrum  and  require  that  new  communications  technology  be 
implemented  by  all  land-mobile  radio  users  beginning  as  early  as  1996.  Industry  publications 
documenting  these  changes  have  been  provided  to  MTC  separately. 

The  District  has  been  developing  the  preparation  of  a comprehensive  needs  assessment  and 
development  of  technical  specifications  for  a replacement  communications  system,  using  $400,000  in 
FY  93  STP  funds,  matched  by  an  equal  sum  of  local  funds.  This  study  began  in  June  and  is  expected 
to  be  completed  in  early  1995. 

Total  remaining  funding  requirements  for  the  communications  system  project  are  estimated  at 
$14,800,000.  The  District  will  use  Section  9 funding  for  the  first  major  phase  of  the  project,  installation 
of  fixed  equipment  (microwave  equipment,  repeaters).  This  phase  is  estimated  to  cost  $5.6  million. 

Subsequent  phases  of  the  project  will  be  first  the  upgrading  of  the  communications  center  and 
computer  equipment,  and  finally  the  replacement  of  the  actual  mobile  radio  units.  These  phases  can 
occur  simultaneously  and  are  targeted  for  implementation  in  FY  96. 

Due  to  the  constantly  changing  nature  of  communications  technology,  it  is  important  for  SCCTD  to  be 
able  to  implement  the  project  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  completion  of  the  technical  specifications. 
For  this  reason,  SCCTD  considers  the  project  a high  priority  for  Section  9 funding. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 
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FY 1994-95  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 

Antioch/Pittsburg 
Urbanized  Area 


I 


(Table  11-3) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Antioch  / Pittsburg  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment;  $1,374,266 

Pi'  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $4,548,395 


Total: 


$5.922.661 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 Cumulative 

Operator  Federal  Share  Federal  Share 


Tri  Delta 


$0 


$0 


Capital  Projects 

Score 


Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Tri  Delta 

EC95001  6 Expansion  Buses 

lotai 


$1,333,282 

$1.333.282 


$0  $333,320 

$0  $333.320 


Total 

Project 

Cost 


$1,666,602 

$1.666.602 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Antioch  / Pittsburg  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  TriDelta 


Section  9 Funds  Av^iiahio 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment; 

SI. 374.266 

FV  1993-94  Carryover  Funds; 

$4,548,395 

Total; 

$5.922.661 

Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 

TriDelta 


Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

SO 


Capital  Projects 


EC95001  6 Expansion  Buses 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

$1,333,282 


Totals; 


$1,333.28? 


Total  Grantee  Program: 


$■1.333.282 


Local 

Match 

Project 

Cost 

$0 

$0 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Match 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

$0 

$333,320 

$1,666,602 

SQ 

$333.320 

$1.666.602 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94-95  _ 

of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR : ECCTA 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Purchase  of  Expansion  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase (6) fixed  route  expansion  buses  and 

related  equipment 

'4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pg.  21  and  41  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,333,282  SOURCE : Sect . 9 49  U.S.C.Sect.  53 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (20%) : SOURCE: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $333,320  SOURCE:  TDA  Article  4.0 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST : $1 , 666 , 602 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING : Grant  CA-90-x637  pending,  $1,333,282  Section  9 
Capital  for  this  project 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  under 
23  CFR  771.117  #c-17 

NEPA  STATUS:  Exempt 
CEQA  STATUS:  Exempt 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  Eastern  Contra  Costa  Transit  Authority  (ECCTA)  has  adopted  a long  range 
finaincial  plan  which  relies  on  Section  9 funds  to  support  replacement  and  expansion 
buses.  A claim  is  being  pursued  for  FY  93-94  Section  9 funds  to  purchase  six  40' 
coaches  for  use  in  expanded  service.  The  expanded  service  will  entail  providing  30 
minute  headways  on  the  most  productive  route  in  the  system,  route  #380.  This  route 
is  currently  operating  at  23  passengers  per  hour  and  requires  four  buses  to  operate. 
Currently  all  routes  are  on  60  minute  headways.  Four  additional  buses  are  required 
for  the  expansion  of  the  380  route. 

In  addition,  the  Antioch  Unified  School  District  has  decided  to  get  out  of  the 
school  busing  business  which  will  put  an  additional  500  students  a day  on  the  local 
routes  which  are  already  at  capacity  during  school  bell  times . Two  additional 
coaches  are  required  in  order  to  provide  additional  capacity  for  youth  trips. 
Currently  the  ECCTA  has  no  peak  service,  in  other  words  a peak  to  base  ratio  of  one. 
The  introduction  of  school  tripper  service  will  be  the  first  peak  service  provided. 

The  six  coaches  have  been  priced  out  at  the  rate  developed  by  MTC' s capital 
priorities  sub  committee  and  totals  $1,666,602.  Eighty  percent  of  which  will  be 
from  Section  9 fiinds,  $1,333,282.  The  remaining  20%  will  be  fxinded  by  TDA  Article 
4.0. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Purchase  of  Replacement  Paratransit  Buses 
Operator : ECCTA 
Date:October  4,  1994 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1 : 

TASK  2: 

TASK  3: 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$)  : 

FY  94-95 

FY 

FY 

FY 

FTA  SEC . 9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

1,333,282 

i 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY:  TDA  4 

333,320 
t . 0 1 

i 

TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

1,666,602  1 

! 

1 
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FY 1994-95  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 

Fairfield 
Urbanized  Area 
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(Table  IM) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Fairfield  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment:  $884,670 

FY  1 993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $575,424 

Total:  ^60^094 

Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 


Section  9 

Cumulative 

Operator 

Federal  Share 

Federal  Share 

Fairfield 

$127,016 

$127,016 

Capital  Projects 

Section  9 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

Fairfield 

FF95007 

Base  Station  & Tower 

$80,000 

$0 

$20,000 

$100,000 

FF95002 

Local  Transfer  Facility 

$1,040,000 

$0 

$260,000 

$1,300,000 

Total 

$1,120,000 

$1,247,016 

$0 

$280.000 

$1.400.000 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Fairfield  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Fairfield 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

$884,670 

F/  1993-94  Carryover  Funds; 

$575,424 

Total: 

$1,460,094 

Section  9 Funds  Proqrammed 

Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 

Net 

Federal 

Share 

Local 

Match 

Project 

Cost 

Fairfield 

$127,016 

$1,216,834 

$1,343,850 

Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Match 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

FF95007  Base  Station  & Tower 

FF95002  Local  Transfer  Facility 

$80,000 

$1,040,000 

$0 

$0 

$20,000 

$260,000 

$100,000 

$1,300,000 

Totals: 

$1,120,000 

so 

$280.000 

$1,400,000 

Total  Grantee  Program: 


$1.247.016 
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DATE:  March  14,  1994 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  1995 
OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1 . OPERATOR : Citv  Of  Fairfield 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Base  Station  and  Tower /Generator 

-3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Base  Station  and  Tower /Generator 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  11.42.02 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  Draft  FY  95  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-51 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: (80% 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


80 , 000 


20,000 


FTA  Section  9 


$ 100.000 
$ -0- 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301. 

NEPA  STATUS:  Categorically  Exempt  771.117(a) (19) 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


As  part  of  Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit's  emergency  response  planning,  it 
was  determined  that  a completely  self  sufficient  operating  center  was 
necessary  to  insure  service  continued  in  the  event  of  a major  natural 
disaster.  This  project  would  allow  for  the  installation  of  power  and 
communication  equipment  at  the  existing  maintenance/fueling  facility. 
When  completed  all  operating  functions  could  be  managed  temporarily  from 
the  single  site  while  the  regular  support  facilities  were  being 
repaired. 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-167- 


December  1994 


Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 

PROJECT;  Base  Station  and  Tower/Generator 

OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

DATE:  28  November  1994 

INITIAL  CLEARANCES  REQUIRED:  N/A 


jlriiplementation 
1 Plan: 

FY95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q 

FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FV  97 

Q1  02  Q3  04 

" FY  98 
Q1  02  03  04 

j Preliminary 
1 Engineering: 

Enviromental: 

j|  Construction/ 
f Rehabilitation: 

— 

Expenditure 

Plan: 

FY95 

FY  96 

FY  97 

FY  93 

FTA  Sect.  0 

$80,000 

I 

TDA 

$20,000 

_ 

TOTAL  FUNDS: 

$100,000 

$0 

SO 

so  I 
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DATE:  March  14,  1994 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  1995 
OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1 . 
2. 
-3  . 

4. 

5. 


OPERATOR : 

PROJECT  NAME: 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 
PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


City  Of  Fairfield 

Construct  Local  Transfer  Facility 
Construct  Local  Transfer  Facility 
11.32.01  and  11.33.01 

7-7  Draft  FY  95  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-52 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: (80%) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND 
Codes) 


$ 1 . 040 , 000  FTA  Section  9 

$ 260 , 000 
$ 1,300,000 
$ -0- 

STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 


CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 
NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.20.10 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


The  last  seyeral  SRTP's  haye  discussed  the  need  and  possible  location 
for  a local  transfer  center.  With  the  gradual  expansion  of  the  system 
and  the  need  to  have  the  transfer  point  located  central  to  the  service 
area,  it  is  important  the  facility  be  relocated.  New  routes  have  been 
added  recently  and  the  number  of  revenue  hours  will  be  expanded  over  the 
next  few  operating  years.  The  current  transfer  point  (Solano  Mall)  does 
not  adequately  accommodate  the  route  structure  and  is  not  physically 
large  enough  to  act  as  a timed  transfer  location.  Locational  analysis 
indicate  the  new  facility  should  be  located  on  or  near  N.  Texas  Street. 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 

PROJECT;  Constaict  Local  Transfer  Facility 

OPERATOR;  City  of  Fairfield 
DATE;  28  November  1994 

INITIAL  CLEARANCES  REQUIRED;  N/A 


Impierinenlation 

Plan: 

FY95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  04 

^ FY56 

Q1  02  03  04 

01  02  03 

i01  02  03  04 

Preliminary 

Engineering; 

— 

Enviromental: 

Construction/ 

Rehabilitation: 

~ 

— 

Expenditure 

Plan: 

FY95 

FY96 

FY  97 

FY  98 

FTA  Sect.  9 

$1,040,066“ 

TDA 

$260,000 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

SI, 300,000 

$0 

_J0j 

$0 
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FY 1994-95  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 


Napa 
Urbanized  Area 


* ^ ■ ■|>'-<|i»Sib 


f 


5i«^--«  -—rm  i "Ifir-ff 

■ -'  ^ „ -S^w-OT  ^ o< 

!’■'"■■■  ,‘  JjiJw;-  fttlnn  ' 'i7  ‘ "■' 


(Table  11-5) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Napa  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  9 Funds  Available 

Pi' 1994-95  Apportionment  $707,369 

Pi'  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $685,503 


Total: 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 


Operating  Assistance 


Operator 

Section  9 
Federal  Share 

Cumulative 
Federal  Share 

Napa  VINE 

$375,000 

S375.000 

Capital  Projects 

Score 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Cumulative 

Federal 

Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Share 

Napa  VINE 

No  Section  9 Capital  Projects 

Total 

S375.00Q 

Total 

Project 

Cost 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Napa  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Napa  VINE 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

$707,369 

$685,503 

Total: 

$1.392.872 

Section  9 Funds  Proqrammed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Local 

Match 

Net 

Project 

Cost 

Napa  VINE 

$375,000 

$760,000 

$1,135,000 

Capital  Projects 

Score 

No  Section  9 Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Match 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

Totals: 


Total  Grantee  Program: 


S375.000 
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FY 1994-95  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 

Santa  Rosa 
Urbanized  Area 


(Table  11-6) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Santa  Rosa  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  9 Funds  Available 

R' 1994-95  Apportionment:  $1,892,234 

FY  1 993-94  Carryover  Funds:  ' 51 .749,968 

Total:  $3.642.202 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 Cumulative 

Operator  Federal  Share  Federal  Share 

Santa  Rosa  $1,399,000 

SCT  $0 

$1.399.000 


Capital  Projects 


Section  9 
Federal 
Score  Share 


Cumulative  Proposed  Proposed 

Federal  State  Local 

Share  Share  Share 


Total 

Project 

Cost 


Santa  Rosa 

No  Section  9 Capital  Projects 


Total 

SCT 

SO03  Transit  Facility  Expans.  Phase-Ill 

Total 


$250,000 

S250.000 

SI  .649.000 


$0  $62,500  $312,500 

SQ  $62.500  $312.500 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-173- 


December  1994 


1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Santa  Rosa  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Santa  Rosa 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

$1,892,234 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

$1,749,968 

Total: 

$3.642.202 

Section  9 Funds  Proqrammed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Local 

Match 

Net 

Project 

Cost 

Santa  Rosa 

$1,399,000 

$2,817,000 

$4,028,000 

Capital  Projects 

Score 

No  Section  9 Capital  Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Match 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

Totals: 

Total  Grantee  Program: 

SI  .399.000 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Santa  Rosa  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  SCT 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment; 

$1,892,234 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds: 

$1,749,968 

Total: 

$3,642.2.02 

Section  9 Funds  Proqrammed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 

Net 

Federal 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Match 

Cost 

SCT 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Capital  Projects 

Score 

Section  9 
Federal 
Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Match 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

SO03  Transit  Facility  Expans.  Phase-lli 

$250,000 

$0 

$62,500 

$312,500 

Totals; 

$250,000 

$Q 

$62.500 

$312,500 

Total  Grantee  Program: 

$250,000 
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Transit  Application 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Transit  Facility  Expansion  and  Modification  (Phase  III) 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Bus-Related  Facilities 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Section  7 (November  1994  Update) 

TtP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Pending 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 250,000  (FY  1995)  SOURCE:  Section  9 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $ 62,500  (FY  1 995)  SOURCE:  TDA/AB434/STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,562,500  (FY  1995  total) 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  Section  9 and  18  for  earlier  facility  construction. 

clTd°rearpb^s°e""“"""  """"  P-iect 


Significant  Project  Benefits:  Provides  alternative  fuel  capabilities. 


12.  PROJECT  CONTACT: 


13.  PROJECT  LOCATION: 


David  Knight,  Transit  Systems  Manager 

Sonoma  County  Transit 

355  West  Robles  Avenue 

Santa  Rosa,  California  95407 

(707)  585-7516 

Fax;  (707)  585-7713 

Sonoma  County  Transit 
355  West  Robles  Avenue 
Santa  Rosa,  California  95407 


14.  AVERAGE  DAILY  TRAFFIC  (ADT):  N/A 

15.  PROJECT  SCHEDULE:  See  attached  schedule. 
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16.  TSM  COMPONENTS:  Provisions  of  reliable  fixed-route  and  paratransit  public  services.  CAP 
TCM  #20  Alternative  Fuel  Vehicles. 

17.  PUBLIC  CONTROVERSY:  None.  Site  is  currently  developed  as  bus  facility.  This  project  is  an 
add-on  and  modification  of  existing  facility. 

18.  CONSISTENCY  WITH  LOCAL  LAND  USE  PLANS:  Yes.  Consistency  of  project  \A^ith  County 
General  Plan  established  at  outset  of  facility  conception  and  development. 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 


Project:  Transit  Facility  Expansion  and  Modification  (Phase  III) 

Sponsor:  Sonoma  County  Transit 

Date:  June  4, 1993  (Revised:  August  19, 1994) 

Initial  Clearance  Required: 

(Further  clearances  market  below  with  'o') 


Implementation 

FY1993 

-94 

FY  1994 

-95 

FY  1995-96 

FY  1996-97 

Schedule 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

m 

02 

Qi 

m. 

Task  1 : Preliminary  Design 

X- 

— X 

Task  2:  Bid  and  Specification 
Development 

X- 

-X 

Task  3:  Bid  and  Award 

X 

Task  4:  Construction 

y 

X 

Expenditure  Plan: 
(000$) 

FY  1993-94 

FY  1994-95 

FY  1995-96 

FY  1996-97 

FTA  Section  9 

1 ,000.00 

250.00 

FTA  Section  3 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal:  Section  1 8 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Prop.  108  Bond 

Prop.  116  Bond 

FCR 

State/Local  Participation 

Other  State 

AB434 

143.55 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA  (Op) 

34.69 

STA  (Reg) 

Local  Funds  (TDA) 

30.81 

160.45 

Other,  specify: 

Total  Funds 

1,030.81 

531.69 
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FY 1994—95  Section  9 Program  of  Projects 

Vacaville 
Urbanized  Area 


(Table  11-7) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Vacaville  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment:  $730,678 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $708,092 

Total:  ?.1.J38J70 


Section  9 Funds  Programmed 
Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 Cumulative 

Operator  Federal  Share  Federal  Share 

Vacaville  $526,492 

$526.492 


Capital  Projects  section  9 

Federal 
Score  Share 

Vacaville 

W95010  Radio  Equipment  $36,000 

W95008  Driver  Shuttle  Vehicle  $8,000 

W95007  Bus  Surveillance  Equipment  $33,600 

W95005  Bus  Maintenance  Facility  Upgrades  $80,000 

W95004  Bus  Maintenance  Equipment  $24,000 

Total  $181,600 


Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

$0 

$9,000 

$45,000 

$0 

$2,000 

$10,000 

$0 

$8,400 

$42,000 

$0 

$20,000 

$100,000 

$0 

$6,000 

$30,000 

$0 

$45,400 

$227,000 

$708,092 
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1994/95  FTA  Section  9 Program 

Vacaville  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Grantee:  Vacaville 


Section  9 Funds  Available 

FY  1994-95  Apportionment: 

$730,678 

FY  1993-94  Carryover  Funds; 

$708,092 

Total: 

$1.438  770 

Section  9 Funds  Programmerl 


Operating  Assistance 

Section  9 

Federal 

Share 

Vacaville 

$526,492 

Capital 

Projects 

Section  9 
Federal 

Score 

Share 

W95010 

Radio  Equipment 

$36,000 

W95008 

Driver  Shuttle  Vehicle 

$8,000 

W95007 

Bus  Surveillance  Equipment 

$33,600 

W95005 

Bus  Maintenance  Facility  Upgrades 

$80,000 

W95004 

Bus  Maintenance  Equipment 

$24,000 

Totals; 

$181.600 

Total  Grantee  Program: 

$708.092 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 


Local 

Match 

$553,333 


Proposed 

Local 

Match 

$9,000 

$2,000 

$8,400 

$20,000 

$6,000 

$45.400 


Net 

Project 

Cost 

$1,079,825 


Total 

Project 

Cost 

$45,000 

$10,000 

$42,000 

$100,000 

$30,000 

$227000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994-95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vacaville 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Purchase  Transit  Radio  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  radio  system  for  use  with  the  new 

transit  vehicles  being  purchased  in  FY  1994-95. 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : Bus  - Communications  Ecaiipment 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-10;  9-14  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-116 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $36.000  SOURCE 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (20%) : $9.000  SOURCE 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( %)  : SOURCE 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $45.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23CFR771(c)  (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Statutory  Exemption  per  14  CAC  Section  15301 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No . X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


FTA  Section  9 
TDA 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


(A:W95TIP5.PJW) 


Date:  August  12,  1994 
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c.  Are  there  impediments 
above  named  project? 


affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 


— No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


impact  of  these 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints 
regarding  this  project? 


from  the  private  sector 


X No 
(If  yes. 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed? 


Reference 


.) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Purchase  Transit  Radio  System 

Operator:  City  of  Vacaville 

Date:  September  13,  1993 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


_ 1 _ _ 

1 

IMPLEMENTATION | FY  93-94 
SCHEDULE:  | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

_ __  1 

TASK  1 : 1 

Develop  Req  | XXX 

1 

_ __  - 1 

TASK  2:  i 

Procure  i 

1 __  _ 

XX 

1 

TASK  3 : j 

Install  1 

_ _ 1 __  _ 

XX 

TASK  4:  j 

Put  In-Svc  1 

1 
1 

XX 

EXPENDITURE 
PL2^  (000$)  : 


FY  93-94 


FY  94-95 


FY  95-96 


FY  96-97 


FTA  SEC . 9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 


36 . 0 


STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 

TDA  9 . 0 


BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


45 . 0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994-95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Vacaville 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Purchase  Driver  Shuttle 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase,  refurb.  and  equip  a vehicle  for 

shuttling  drivers  between  the  Corporation  Yard,  driver  change 
points,  and  bus  locations. 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS ; Service  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-10:  9-14  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-116 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $8.000  SOURCE: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (20%) : $2.000  SOURCE: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( %)  : SOURCE: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $10 , 000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23CFR771(c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Statutory  Exemption  per  14  CAC  Section  15273a (2) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Anoendix 


FTA  Section  9 
TDA 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


(A:W95TIP4  .PJW) 


Date:  September  13,  1993 
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c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  Purchase  Driver  Shuttle  Vehicle 

Operator:  City  of  Vacaville 

Date:  September  13,  1993 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


■ J.  ^ ! 

1 IMPLEMENTATION 
j SCHEDULE: 

FY  93-94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1 : 
Develop  Specs 

XXXX 

TASK  2: 

Ad/B id/ Award 

! X} 

CXXX 

TASK  3: 
Refurb 

XXXX 

TASK  4 : 

Put  In-Svc 

X 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  93-94 

FY  94-95 

FY  95-96 

FY  96-97 

FTA  SEC . 9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

8.0 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
TDA 

2 . 0 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

10.0 

' 

1 ~ 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994-95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR : City  of  Vacaville 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Purchase  Bus  Video  Surveillance  System 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  and  install  a video  surveillance 

system  on  the  new  transit  buses  being  purchased  for  the  City 
transit  system. 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : Bus  - Support  Equipment 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-10;  9-14  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-116 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $33.600  SOURCE: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (20%) : $8.400  SOURCE: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( %)  : SOURCE: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $42 . 000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23CFR771(c) (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Statutory  Exemption  per  14  CAC  Section  15268 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


FTA  Section  9 
TDA 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


(A:W95TIP6.PJW) 


Date:  August  12,  1994 
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C.  Are  there  impediments  affecting 
above  named  project? 


your  ability 


to  contract  for  the 


No. 


Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 


measures _ to  address  the 


impediments?  Reference 


_) 


impact  of  these 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal 
regarding  this  project? 


complaints 


from  the  private  sector 


X No.  Yes: 

(If  yes,  how  have  the 


SRTP  Page  Reference  

complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 


.) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-188- 


December  1994 


IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Purchase  Bus  Video  Surveillance  System 

Operator:  City  of  Vacaville 

Date:  September  13,  1993 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 

FY  93-94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  95-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1: 
Develop  Specs 

XX} 

C 

TASK  2: 
Procure 

XXX 

TASK  3: 
Install 

XX 

TASK  4: 

Put  In-Svc 

XX 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 


FY  93-94 

FY  94-95 
33.6 

FY  95-96 

8.4 

42 . 0 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
TDA 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


TOTAL  FUNDS 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994-gt^ 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1 . OPERATOR : City  of  Vacaville 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Expand  anri  ' modifv  t-ha  o-i  „ , u-  , 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shoos  and  Ga-rag^ 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9^0;  9-12  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  I-6-11S 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  MP.  000  SOURCE:  FTA  Sen..-nn  o 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (20%) : $20.000  SOURCE:  TDA 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( %)  ; SOURCE: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $100.000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23CFR771  (d)  (9) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categ  Exempt  per  14  CAC  Section  15301  Class  le(2) 

11.  COMPLIMCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY)  : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  deve^l 

project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy?  on  this 


_X — Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ( Append iy) 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
p?Sje«?^'  °therwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above^  Smed 


No. 


Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference 


77T — ■ -V—.  xrctyc  Ksrerence  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 


(A:W95TIP2  .PJW) 


Date:  September  13,  1993 
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c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No . Yes  : SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ■ ) 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  Bus  Maintenance  Facility 

Operator:  City  of  Vacaville 

Date:  September  13,  1993 


Iriitial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  ”o") 


1 IMPLEMENTATION 
i SCHEDULE: 

1 FY  93-94 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  94-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

i FY  95-96 
1 Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1: 
Define  Proj 

XXXXX 

TASK  2: 

Plans  & Specs 

XXXX 

TASK  3 : 
Ad/Bid/Award 

XJ 

[XX 

TASK  4: 
Construction 

XXXXX 

1 - - 

— 

{ _ _ 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$)  : 

FY  93-94 

FY  94-95 

FY  95-96 

FY  96-97 

FTA  SEC . 9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

80 . 0 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
TDA 

20 . 0 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 

1 

1 

j 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

100.0  1 

' 

- 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994-95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR : City  of  Vacaville 

2 . PROJECT  NAME : Purchase  Maintenance  Equipment 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  and  install  tools,  equipment,  and 

parts  inventory  at  the  Corporation  Yard  to  enable  the  City  to  do 
transit  vehicle  maintenance  in-house. 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : Vehicle  Maintenance  Shoos  and  Garage 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  9-10:  9-13  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-6-116 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  S24.000  SOURCE: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (20%) : $6,000  SOURCE; 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  ( %)  : SOURCE: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $30.000 

9-  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23CFR771 (c) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Statutory  Exemption  per  14  CAC  Section  15273(a) (2) 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  Appendix 


FTA  Section  9 
TDA 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


(A:W95TIP3  .PJW) 


Date:  September  13,  1993 
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to  contract  for  the 


No. 


Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference 


(If  y®s,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the 


impediments?  Reference 


_) 


impact  of  these 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints 
regarding  this  project? 


from  the  private  sector 


TT? — SRTP  Page  Reference 

(It  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Purchase  and  Install  Maintenance  Equipment 

Operator:  City  of  Vacaville 

Date:  September  13,  1993 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  ”o") 


1 

1 

IMPLEMENTATION  j FY  93  - 94 
SCHEDULE:  | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 _ _ _ _ 1 
1 1 

FY  94-95  1 FY  95-96  \ FY  96-97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  j Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 
_ 1 _ _ _ _ 1 



1 

TASK  1 : i 

Define  Proj  i XXXXX 

_ __i  

I I 

1 1 

1 1 

i I 

! _ 1 

1 

TASK  2 : { 

Develop  Specs | XXXX 

1 

! ! 

1 1 

i ! 

_ l_  

1 

TASK  3:  j 

Ad/Bid/Award  j X} 

_ _ 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

cx  j i 

- 1 _ _ _ 1 

1 

TASK  4:  | 

Buy/Install  j 
1 
1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

XXX  1 1 

1 1 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  93-94 

FY  94-95 

FY  95-96 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

24.0 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
TDA 

6.0 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

30 . 0 
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FY 1994-95  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway 
Program  of  Projects 

San  Francisco/Oakland 
Urbanized  Area 


YR wahuiD  boxB  € nnHooS  "4^ 

dn&joYi  k)^mm^c3rt^ 


fanfil>(£0\o:>eiuittil  nsH 
b9iA  bssincdtU 


, i ■'■'■fct?<  ■ ■ ..,Vi: 


(Table  III-1) 


1994/95  FTA  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  Program 

San  Francisco  / Oakland  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  Funds  Available 

Pi'  1 994-95  Apportionment:  $47,364,497 

1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  $15,397,738 

Total:  $62.762.235 


Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  Funds  Programmed 
Capital  Projects 


Score 


BART 

BA1 9 BART  A&B  car  rehab 

Total 

Caltrain  (Caltrans/JPBI 
CT01  Maintenance  Facility  (SF) 

Total 

Caltrain  tJPB) 

JPB02  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension 

PE/FEIS 

Total 

MUNI 

MU01  Muni  Metro  Turnback  (MMT) 


Section  3 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

$30,321,564 

$0 

$9,733,342 

$40,054,906 

$30,321,564 

$30,321,564 

$0 

$9,733,342 

$40  054.906 

$6,940,671 

$867,584 

$867,584 

$8,675,839 

$6,940,671 

$37.262.235 

SML584 

$867,584 

$8,675,839 

$1,000,000 

$250,000 

$1,000,000 

$38,262,235 

$250.000 

$24,500,000 

$3,062,500 

$3,062,500 

$30,625,000 

$24,500,000 

$62.762.235 

$3,062,500 

$3,062,500 

$30,625,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  9S  _ 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  A & B Car  Rehabilitation  Program  1 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Rehabilitation  of  the  District's  original  A & B 

Car  rail  vehicles. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP/CIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  SRTP/CIP  11  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-20 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING  (76%)  : $30,321,564  SOURCE:  Sec.  3 j 

Fixed  Guideway  i 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (24%) : $9,733,342  SOURCE:  BART,  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $40,054,906  (475,900,000) 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $8,032,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) , Categorical  Exclusion  (14) 

CEQA  STATUS:  15301  Existing  Facilities,  Class  1 Exemption 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  District  has  one  of  the  oldest  average  fleet  ages  in  the  transit 
industry.  The  average  BART  A&B  Car  is  about  23  years  old,  and  has  travelled 
almost  one  million  miles  since  it  was  placed  in  service.  The  vehicle 
systems  have  seen  millions  of  cycles  and  demand  ever  increasing  expenditures 
to  meet  maintenance  standards.  While  the  vehicle  and  its  subsystems  remain 
completely  safe,  car  systems  require  attention  due  simply  to  their  age. 

The  need  for  this  program  is  consistent  with  the  District's  mandate  to 
provide  the  most  reliable,  safe,  and  cost  effective  service  possible.  The 
cost  of  re -manufacturing  vehicles  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  50 
percent  of  new  car  cost,  and  will  extend  the  useful  life  of  the  cars. 

The  fleet  is  characterized  by  the  following: 

• The  original  foam  sandwich  construction  of  many  car  shell  components 
has  deteriorated.  This  includes  de-lamination  and  foam  disintegration 
in  roof,  dead  light  panels,  and  cabs. 

Original  rubber  components,  including  equipment  mounts  and  wire 
insulation,  have  reached  the  end  of  their  useful  life.  Rubber  mounts 
are  no  longer  resilient,  and  electrical  insulation  has  become  brittle 
and  lost  di-electric  capacity. 

Capacitors,  resistors,  etc.  have  changed  electrical  values  due  to  age. 
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• Printed  circuit  boards  have  defects  which  result  in  intermittent 
faults . Printed  circuit  boards  contain  obsolete  components . 

• Electro-mechanical  devices  are  worn  out. 

• Mechanical  systems,  such  as  trucks  and  couplers,  require  overhaul  to 
replace  worn  parts . 

• Original  fractional  horsepower  motors  have  reached  the  end  of  their 
useful  life. 

• Traction  motors  require  a complete  overhaul  or  replacement . 

• A- Car  cabs  are  in  extremely  poor  condition.  Cab  floors,  made  of  a 
foam  sandwich,  are  extremely  soft  as  a result  of  absorbed  water. 

While  the  District  has  contained  service  failures,  even  as  the  vehicles  have 
aged,  through  specific  maintenance  and  overhaul  programs,  we  must  address 
aging  and  obsolescence.  Components  are  becoming  hard  to  replace.  Many  must 
be  manufactured  especially  for  the  cars  as  the  original  manufacturer  either 
does  not  stock  replacements  or  is  out  of  business.  Some  components  are 
simply  not  available. 

To  maintain  its  standard  of  service,  the  District  must  be  able  to  provide 
safe  passenger  service  relatively  free  of  vehicle  in-service  failures.  A 
loss  in  rider  ship  and  subsequent  loss  of  revenues  will  result  if  failures 
increase . 

The  District  is  working  to  extend  the  economic  useful  life  of  its  original 
revenue  car  fleet  by  rehabilitating  the  23  year  old  fleet  of  439  A&B-Cars. 
A prototype  program  was  designed  to  ascertain  the  condition  of  the  vehicles 
and  aid  in  the  specification  development.  It  resulted  in  an  in-kind  (i.e. 
no  subsystems  were  modified)  rehabilitation  of  2 vehicles.  The  work  has 
identified  the  vehicle  subsystems,  such  as  propulsion  and  air  conditioning, 
which  are  reliability  and  maintenance  problems  on  the  A&B-Cars.  It  also 
confiirmed  that  the  basic  car  shell  and  trucks  are  sound.  Thus  the  concept 
of  rehabilitation,  is  a viable,  cost  effective  option  to  the  purchase  of  new 
equipment . 

The  production  rehabilitation  contract  will  involve  the  general  overhaul  of 
the  District's  fleet  of  A&B-Cars.  The  project  plan  provides  for  the 
conversion  of  98  A-Cars  (which  contain  Automatic  Train  Control  (ATC) 
equipment  and  can  run  only  as  lead  cars  on  the  ends  of  trains)  to  B-Cars 
(which  have  no  ATC  equipment  and  can  operate  only  as  trail  cars  in  the 
middle  of  a train.)  These  conversions  are  desirable  for  two  reasons.  First 
the  ATC  equipment  will  be  re-installed  in  new  C2-Cars,  currently  on  order, 
which  can  be  used  as  either  lead  or  trail  cars.  Second  the  A-Car  cabs  are 
in  poor  condition  and  repairs  will  be  expensive  and  difficult.  Elimination 
of  the  cabs  during  conversion  will  save  these  costs. 

Some  of  the  best  A-Cars  will  remain  as  A-Cars  after  rehabilitation.  The 
cabs  of  these  cars  will  be  refurbished  and  strengthened  to  assure  they  are 
serviceable  through  the  economic  life  of  the  cars. 

Rehabilitation  work  on  the  cars  includes  the  replacement,  repair,  or 
rebuilding  of  all  vehicle  systems:  propulsion,  trucks  and  suspension,  total 
car  rewiring,  friction  brake,  air  comfort,  auxiliary  electric,  lighting, 
coupler  and  draft  gear,  communications,  door  operators,  car  controls,  car 
body  (roof  repairs,  cab  conversion,  under-frame  painting  and  repair. 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-198- 


December  1994 


replacement  seats,  flooring,  etc.),  and  requirements  needed  to  meet  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA) . 

IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  A & B Car  Rehabilitation  Program 
Operator:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
Date:  October  10,  1994 
Initial  Clearances  Required: 


implementation!  FFY  95 
SCHEDULE:  j Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FFY  96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FFY  97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FFY  98  1 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

Advertise  & j = 

Award  j 

Production  j ====== 

1 

Acceptance  j 

1 

expenditure  I 

PLAN  (000$) : | FFY  95 

FFY  96 

i 1 

FFY  97  1 FFY  98 

Section  3 FG  j 30,321,564 
Bridge  Tolls  j 4,000,000 
BART  I 5,733,342 

1 1 

1 i 

1 1 

TOTAL  FUNDS  j 40,054,906 

1 1 
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OPERATOR;  Caltrans/Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board 
PROJECT  NAME:  “Pullman  Way”  Railroad  Maintenance  Facility 

BRIEF  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Design  and  construction  of  a joint  facility  for  the  storage  and  maintenance  of 
commuter,  intercity,  and  interstate  railcars  and  locomotives. 
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ADDITIQNAL_PLAKNiyg  JUgTIFICATION 


The  proposed  Pullman  Maintenance  Facility  is  located  in  southern 
San  Jose  near  Communications  Hill  at  Pullman  Way  between  Curtner 
Avenue  and  Capitol  Expressway*  The  site  is  currently  an 
operating  guarry  located  approximately  2.0  miles  south  o£  Tamien 
Station  along  the  right-of-way  of^  Southern  Pacific  and  the 
Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board. 

The  proposed  facility  is  basically  a large  "railroad  yard" 
cotipled  with  a major  industrial  building  which  will  provide  for 
the  storage  and  maintenance  of  the  equipment  utilized  for  the 
CalTrain  Peninsula  Commuter  Service  (PCS) , the  Capital  Corridor 
and  the  San  Joaquin  Intercity  services^  and  Amtrak'e  California 
Zephyr  long  distance  service.  The  maintenance  facility  will 
occupy  approxixnately  43  acres  of  land  and  will  employ  a total  of 
approximately  550  persons.  Current  cost  of  the  project  including 
right-of-way,  engineering,  and  construction  is  estimated  to  be 
$99  million  in  escalated  dollars  -with  construction  slated  for 
early  1998. 

At  the  present  time,  minor  ruzming  repairs  for  the  CalTrain 
equipment  are  performed  at  the  dnkill  Street  station  which  is 
being  used  as  a tenporary,  slxoxt  term  facility  to  sustain 
operatione.  For  azxything  requiring-  higher  levels  of  maintenance 
and  repair,  alternative  arrangements  xoust  he  made. 

An  FEIR/BA  was  completed  in  1969.  A F02TSI  was  issued  by  FTA  in 
1990.  A eupplemont  to  these  documents  is  being  prepared  to 
address  a subsequent  finding  o£  a threatened  animal  speciee  and  a 
change  in  the  footprint  for  the  project. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-03 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

PROJECT  NAME:  Downtown  Relocation 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Preliminary  engineering  and  Environmental 

review  associated  with  proposed  Downtown  Relocation. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  Expansion 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  64 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $15,800,381 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  : $11,000,000 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  : 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 
PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  n/a 


$850,000 

$3,100,095 


$30,750,476 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

SOURCE:  Section  3 

SOURCE:  Proposition  108 

SOURCE:  Reg  Measure  1 Tolls 
SOURCE:  SMCTA  Measure  A 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS: 

1 1 . COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 


No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  n65 


Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ^ 

Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference 

Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

^ No.  „ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 
(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ^ 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

With  the  recent  proposals  completed  by  MTC  and  PBQ&D,  the  Downtown  relocation  project  has 
rentered  the  capital  priorities  process  with  a locally  preferred  alternative  having  being  chosen  by  the 
three  PCJPB  partners.  The  PCJPB  feels  it  is  important  to  continue  studying  the  project  by  issuing 
consultant  contracts  to  undertake  preliminary  engineering  and  environmental  work.  This  phase  of  the 
project  is  expected  to  take  at  least  three  years.  The  outcome  of  the  project  is  expected  to  allow  full 
construction  of  the  project  before  the  end  of  the  decade. 
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DIPLENfFMATION  SCHEPU.F  AVD  FYPFVT>mi?F  pt  av 

Project:  Dowmown  Relocation. 

Operator:  JPB 
Date:  September  23,  1994 
Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Tunher  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

04  : 

Preliminar>'  Engineering 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Environmental 

^x 

X 

X 

X 

Consiruction/Rehabilitation 

Implementation  Schedule 

FY97 

Fi98  

QI 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

QI 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary'  Engineering 

X 

X 

Environmental 

r~x 

X 

X 

X 

1 X 

Construction/Rehabihiation 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY96 

FY97 

F 1 A Section  3 

$1,000,000 

$3,740,115 

$11,060,266 

M A Section  9 

SO 

$0 

$0 

r^oposition  108 

SO 

$0 

$0 

keg  1 lolls 

$250,000 

r $300,000 

$300,000 

oivu-iA  Lxx:al 

SO 

$935,029 

$1,455,421 

I otal 

$1,250,000 

$5,056,423 

$4,816,413 

iUIAIj 

1 $9,996,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1. 

2. 

3. 


4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 


12. 


OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 
PROJECT  NAME:  MUNI  METRO  TURNBACK 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  involves  extending  the  Metro  subway  to  provide  a 
turnback  area  with  an  exclusive  right-of-way  for  switching  trains  and  for  storing  disabled  cars.  This 
project  allows  the  capacity  of  the  MUNI  Metro  subway  to  be  increased  and  facilitates  the  further 
extension  of  MUNI  Metro  service  to  Mission  Bay  and  the  CalTrain  depot. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 
SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  153-156 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING  (80%): 
PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (10%): 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (10%): 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-82 
$24,500,000  SECTION  3 
$3,062,500  Prior  Year  Bonds 
$3,062,500  Prior  Sales  Tax 
$202,332,364 


PRIOR  FUNDING:  $172,722,498 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  FEIS  - August  1989. 
CEQA  STATUS:  1-280  Transfer  Program  EIR  - Statutory  Exclusion  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR 
Guidelines  15275. 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  involves  the  construction  of  an  underground  MUNI  Metro  subway  tunnel  extension  east 
of  the  BART/MUNI  Embarcadero  station  and  under  Justin  Herman  Park,  coming  to  grade  via  portal 
in  the  median  of  a rebuilt  Embarcadero  Boulevard.  The  Turnback  provides  for  a portal  between 
Howard  and  Folsom  Streets,  with  surface  tracks  extended  within  The  Embarcadero  median 
southward  to  the  block  between  Folsom  and  Harrison  Streets.  Tracks  for  train  switching  would  be 
constructed  under  the  surface  of  The  Embarcadero  between  Market  and  Howard  Streets.  One  tail 
track  would  be  extended  south  of  Folsom  Street  for  disabled  train  storage.  This  preserves  an 
exclusive  right-of-way  for  train  switching  operations. 

The  Turnback  would  significantly  improve  the  reliability  and  efficiency  of  Metro  subway  operations 
by  removing  the  bottleneck  created  by  the  two-track  Embarcadero  Station  terminal.  The  Turnback 
would  also  provide  additional  track  storage  and  improved  inspection  capabilities  for  disabled 
vehicles. 

The  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  operates  five  high  capacity  surface/subway  light  rail  transit 
lines  between  the  outer  residential  areas  and  the  City's  downtown  retail  and  commercial  districts. 
The  MUNI  Metro  22  mile  system  carries  about  135,000  daily  riders. 

The  MUNI  Metro  system  including  the  new  Turnback  are  elements  of  the  regional  MTC. 
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Replacing  the  terminal  fimction  is  required  to  avoid  the  well  known  reliability  problems  that  the 
system  routinely  experiences.  Breakdowns  within  the  subway  reduce  the  capacity  of  the  entire 
Metro  operation.  Metro  functions  both  as  a trunkline  within  the  City  and  as  a distribution  network 
for  the  regional  carriers  that  serve  the  Market  Street  hub.  The  Embarcadero  Station  serves  as  the 
terminal  of  the  Municipal  Railway  system,  delivering  significant  portions  of  the  City's  Downtown 
workers,  shoppers,  and  visitors  to  their  jobs  and  other  activities. 

MUNI  Metro's  existing  terminus  at  the  Embarcadero  Station  was  constructed  by  BART.  It  was 
designed  as  a conventional  rapid  transit  stub  terminal,  reflecting  the  layout  of  the  BART  station 
directly  underneath.  This  design  hampers  efficient  Metro  operations  for  several  reasons  that  are 
discussed  below. 

0 The  vehicle  turnaround  time  limits  the  number  of  trains  which  can  be  operated  in  the 

subway  to  about  20  per  hour,  hence  limiting  Muni  Metro  system  capacity. 

0 Due  to  this  vehicle  headway  constraint.  Muni  must  couple  all  peak-period  trains 

enroute,  so  as  to  maximize  passenger  c<q)acity  in  the  subway.  This  coupling  procedure 
causes  delays  to  passengers  at  the  Duboce  Portal  and  at  West  Portal  Station  where 
coupling  takes  place. 

0 The  existing  Embarcadero  Station  configuration  can  store  a maximum  of  only  four 

vehicles.  Any  disabled  train  of  more  than  two  vehicles  in  length  must  be  towed  back 
through  the  subway  system  to  the  Metro  Center.  Until  they  can  be  removed  from 
revenue  tracks,  these  disabled  trains  clog  the  subway  and  upset  service  on  all  five 
Metro  lines.  This  reduces  reliability,  adds  to  operating  costs,  and  complicates  the 
logistics  of  adding  capacity  in  the  peak. 

The  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  project  has  been  assigned  the  highest  development  priority  in  the 
region  for  new  rail  starts  and  extensions  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission. 
Without  this  project,  the  extensions  of  Metro  service  to  Mission  Bay  and  the  Caltrain  depot 
cannot  be  undertaken.  Local  and  regional  land  use  and  transportation  planning  anticipates  the 
introduction  of  Metro  service  to  Mission  Bay  in  the  mid-1990's. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 


BEGIN  COMPLETE 


Construction 
(Notice  to  proceed) 


September  1993 


September  1996 
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FY  1994-95  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway 
Program  of  Projects 

San  Jose 
Urbanized  Area 


(Table  III-2) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  Program 

San  Jose  Urbanized  Area 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  Funds  Available 

R' 1 994-95  Apportionment:  $4,136,428 

fV  1993-94  Carryover  Funds:  so 

Total:  $4. 136,428 


Section  3 Fixed  Guideway  Funds  Programmed 


Capital  Projects 

Section  3 
Federal 
Score  Share 

Cumulative 

Federal 

Share 

Proposed 

State 

Share 

Proposed 

Local 

Share 

Total 

Project 

Cost 

Caltrain  fCaltrans/JPB) 

CT01  Maintenance  Facility  (SJ) 

Total 

12  $4,136,428 

$4.136  428 

$4,136,428 

$517,054 

$517,054 

$517,054 

$517,054 

$5,170,536 

$5,170,536 
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NEPA  STATUS:  EA  1989;  FONSI 1990;  E.A.  being  revised,  cite:  DOT  49  CFR,  Part  622  (1987). 

(state  type  of  environmental  document  and  cite  U.S.  CFR  section  affecting  project) 

CEQA  STATUS:  EIR  1989;  Supplemental  EIR  in  progress  (as  of  11-8-94).  cite:  Div.  13,  Cal.Pub.Resource.Code 
(state  type  of  environmental  document  and  cite  Cal. Public  Resources  Code  section  affecting  project) 

12.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION:  (See  “Additional  Planning  Justification,”  attached) 


MTC  PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


« 

oeup 


FY  1998-99 
Q1  I Q2  I Q3  1 04 

O 

00  — 
o 

o>  — 

>o 

LI 

o 

X 

X 

X 

FY  1996-97 
01 1 02  1 03  |04 

lx  X X xl 

FY  1995-96 
01  1 02  1 03  1 04 

X 

1 X X 1 

FY  1994-95 
01  1 02  1 03  1 04 

X 

lx  X X xl 

prior  year(s) 

1 0661.  ISNOd  1 

lx  X 1 

Project  Tasks 

1 Initial  Clearances  Completed  | 

I Further  Clearances  to  be  Completed  | 

1 Preliminary  Engineering 

1 Final  Engineering  | 

[Construction 
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ADDITIONAL  PLAmiUO  JUSTIFICATION 


The  propcaed  Pullman  Maintenance  Facility  is  located  in  southern 
San  Jose  near  Communications  Hill  at  Pullman  Way  between  Curtner 
Avenue  and  Capitol  Expressway.  The  site  is  currently  an 
operating  guarry  located  approximately  2.0  miles  south  of  Tamien 
Station  along  the  right-of-way  of  Southern  Pacific  and  -the^ 
Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board. 

The  proposed  facility  is  basically  a large  "railroad  yard" 
coupled  with  a major  industrial  building  which  will  provide  for 
the  storage  and  maintenance  of  the  equipment  utilized  for  the 
CalTrain  Peninsula  Commuter  Service  (PCS) , the  Capital  Corridor 
and  the  San  Joaquin  Intercity  services/  and  Amtrak' s California 
Zephyr  long  distance  service.  The  maintenance  facility  will 
occupy  approximately  43  acres  of  land  and  will  employ  a total  of 
approximately  550  persons . Current  cost  of  the  project  including 
right-of-way,  ongineering,  and  eonetruetion  le  estimated  to  be 
$99  million  in  escalated  dollars  -with  construction  elated  for 
early  1998. 

At  the  present  time,  miner  ruxming  repairs  for  the  CalTrain 
equipment  are  performed  at  the  dnkill  Street  etation  which  is 
being  used  ae  a ten^orary,  short  term  facility  to  sustain 
operations.  For  anything  requiring  higher  levels  of  maintenance 
and  repair,  alternative  arrangements  must  be  made. 

An  FEIR/EA  was  completed  in  1989.  A F02TSI  was  issued  by  FTA  in 
1990.  A eupplcmcnt  to  these  documents  is  being  prepared  to 
address  a subsequent  finding  of  a threatened  animal  speoiea  and  a 
change  in  the  footprint  for  the  project. 
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FY 1994-95  Section  3 Bus 
Program  of  Projects 


MTC  Region 


t 


(Table  IV-1) 

1994/95  FTA  Section  3 Bus  Program 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  Region 

Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

Section  3 Bus  Funds  Available 

1994-95  Section  3 Bus  Earmark  - MTC  Region  $7,000,000 

1994-95  Section  3 Bus  Earmark  - SF  Ferry  Bldg.  Facility  $1 ,000,000 
1993-94  Carryover  Funds  $502,000 


Section  3 Bus  Funds  Programmed 


$8.502.000 


Capital  Projects 

Section  3 

Cumulative 

Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Federal 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Project 

Score 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Share 

Cost 

AC  Transit 
AC95001 

Replacement  Buses 

13 

$1,787,212 

$0 

$429,070 

$2,216,282 

Total 

$1,787,212 

$1,787,212 

$0 

$429,070 

$2,216,282 

Fairfield 

FF95008 

Bus  Stop  Improvements 

$250,000 

$0 

$27,778 

$277,778 

FF95005 

ADA  Replacement  Paratransit  Van  * 

-$44,500 

$0 

$8,982 

$53,482 

FF95004 

ADA  Expansion  Van  (1)  * 

$44,500 

$0 

$8,982 

$53,482 

FF95003 

ADA  Computer  Scheduling  System  * 

$24,000 

$0 

$6,000 

$30,000 

Total 

$363,000 

$2,150,212 

m 

$51 .742 

S414.742 

MUNI 

MU95100 

Ferry  Building  Intermodal  Facility 
Improvements 

$1,000,000 

$250,000 

Total 

$1,000,000 

$3,150,212 

$250,000 

Naoa  VINE 
NA94 

Voice  Enunciator  System  * 

$117,000 

$0 

$13,000 

$130,000 

Total 

$117,000 

$3,267,212 

$0 

$13.000 

$130,000 

SamTrans 

SM95001 

Bus  Replacement  (16  stnd.) 

13 

$3,628,288 

$0 

$871,072 

$4,499,360 

Total 

$3,628,288 

$6,895,500 

$0 

$871 .072 

$4,499,360 

Santa  Rosa 

SR03 

Bus  Stop  Improvements  ’ 

$32,000 

$0 

$8,000 

$40,000 

SR02 

Paratransit  Vehs  (6)  * 

$240,000 

$0 

$60,000 

$300,000 

Total 

$272,000 

$7,167,500 

so 

$68.000 

$340,000 

SCCTD 

SC95020 

Acquire  ADA  Paratransit  Vans 

14 

$934,500 

$0 

$188,620 

$1,123,120 

SC95002 

Bus  Stop  Accessibility 
Improvements 

14 

$400,000 

$0 

$100,000 

$500,000 

Total 

SI. 334.500 

$8,502,000 

SQ 

$288,620 

$1,623,120 

* Prior  year  carryover  projects  are  marked  " * ". 
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November  15,  199^ 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1 . OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  ACl  - Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  8 Standard  Sized  Replacement  Vehicles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  61  thru  65  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $1,787,212  FTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (19.36%)  $ 429,070  Toll  Bridge  Revenue 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $2,216,282 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.1 17  (c)  (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

1 1 . PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Bus  Replacement  Program 

The  District's  ongoing  Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  prescribes  the  replacement  of  buses 
(30  feet  through  articulated)  and  smaller  revenue  vehicles  that  have  exceeded  their  useful  lives. 
Smaller  revenue  vehicles  are  normally  28  feet  long  or  less,  on  a modified  automobile  or  truck 
chassis,  and  gas  powered.  The  Program  establishes  an  acceptable  bus  life  of  12  years  and  an 
acceptable  smaller  revenue  vehicle  life  of  4 years.  These  vehicle  lives  conform  with  the  Federal 
Transportation  Administtation's  (FTA)  and  Region's  established  revenue  vehicle  life  spans.  The 
District's  program  identifies  those  revenue  vehicles  in  need  of  replacement  each  year.  The  SRTP 
presents  current  status  and  future  replacement  needs  and  establishes  an  even  replacement  program 
using  the  established  life  spans. 

The  District  is  proposing  purchase  of  61  standard  sized  replacement  buses  and  31  small  revenue 
vehicles  for  project  year  FY  94-95  for  an  estimated  cost  of  $19,617,498  using  FTA  Section  9 funds 
and  local  match.  The  District  is  also  proposing  purchase  of  an  additional  8 standard  sized 
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replacement  buses  for  project  year  FY  94-95  for  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,216,282  using  FTA  Section 
3,  Bus  and  Bus  Facilities,  discretionary  funds  and  local  match. 

The  revenue  vehicles  to  be  replaced  annually  have  exceeded  the  established  revenue  vehicle  life 
spans  and  have  a documented  history  of  maintenance  malfunctions.  The  maintenance  history  of  the 
revenue  vehicles  are  reviewed  annually  to  determine  which  vehicles  should  be  replaced. 

AC  Transit  continues  to  review  its  Revenue  Vehicle  Replacement  Program  as  a result  of 
implementation  of  its  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  (CSP)  and  community  requests.  Air  Quality  and 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  issues  will  also  affect  this  replacement  program  as  the  District's 
options  become  further  defined. 

The  District's  peak  fleet  requirements  will  increase  as  the  Comprehensive  Service  Plan  is 
implemented.  Changes  to  the  configuration  of  the  fleet  will  increase  the  number  of  revenue  vehicles 
in  operation,  but  because  the  new  revenue  vehicles  will  be  smaller,  they  will  not  exceed  the  total 
fleet  capacity  now  in  place. 

The  attached  Bus  Replacement  List  will  be  updated  and  submitted  annually  with  the  District's 
Section  9 application.  This  schedule  conforms  to  FTA  requirements  and  spare  ratios. 

Smaller  Revenue  Vehicles  (Minibuses) 

In  April  of  1991,  the  District  introduced  25  gasoline  powered  minibuses.  Fifteen  were  obtained  on  a 
lease/purchase  agreement  using  District  funds.  Ten  are  owned  by  the  City  of  Alameda  and  leased  to 
AC  Transit.  The  District  purchased  six  more  minibuses  in  the  fall  of  1991  using  District  funds. 

These  vehicles  have  proven  very  popular  in  the  neighborhoods  they  serve,  and  requests  to  use  them 
on  additional  routes  have  become  quite  common.  In  general,  minibuses  are  welcome  in  many  areas 
where  standard  coaches  are  not. 

Despite  the  positive  image  that  these  vehicles  provide  to  the  District,  there  are  other  factors  to 
consider.  Minibus  capacity  is  limited  to  approximately  20  passengers,  including  standees,  and  most 
lines  have  certain  trips  that  exceed  this  number.  Because  the  vehicles  are  not  as  heavy  duty  as 
standard  buses,  they  are  more  prone  to  breakdown.  A larger  spare  fleet  is  therefore  required  to 
maintain  reliability.  Finally,  these  vehicles  have  an  expected  life  of  only  four  years,  compared  to 
twelve  years  for  buses. 

The  District  is  currently  evaluating  the  future  role  of  minibuses,  based  on  the  considerations  listed 
above.  The  District  could  opt  to  substitute  minibuses  for  some  of  the  30-foot  diesel  buses  planned 
for  purchase  in  future  years,  hopefully  on  a two-for-one  basis,  or  could  acquire  additional  vehicles 
using  District  funds  to  expand  the  fleet. 
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A.  Continuation  of  Prior  Commitment 


1.  This  project  is  not  a continuation  of  a funded  multi-year  project.  However,  purchasing 
replacement  buses  is  an  ongoing  annual  project  that  the  operator  continues  to  assign  high 
priority. 

B.  Project  Merit 


1 . This  project  will  directly  benefit  the  passengers  as  it  will  enable  the  District  to  maintain  a 
fleet  of  buses  that  is  safe,  reliable  and  comfortable. 

2.  This  project  will  directly  produce  benefits  to  system  productivity  and  efficiency  as  the  units 
replaced  each  year  will  be  those  that  have  shown  themselves  to  be  the  most  costly  of  the 
fleet  to  maintain  at  an  appropriate  service  level. 

3.  This  project  addresses  significant  regional  goals  or  policies  as  the  new  buses  will  be 
equipped  to  comply  with  ADA  and  Air  Quality  requirements.  The  equipment  being 
replaced  does  not  meet  ADA  or  recent  Air  Quality  requirements 

4.  This  project  will  involve  the  replacement  of  revenue  buses  for  maintaining  existing  service 
according  to  a planned  replacement  program  as  previously  noted. 
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DATE:  March  14,  1994 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  1995 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1 . 
2. 

3 . 

4 . 

5 . 


OPERATOR : 

PROJECT  NAME: 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 
PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


City  Of  Fairfield 
Bus  Stop  Improvements 
Construct  Bus  Stop  Improvements 
11.33.10 

7-7  Draft  FY  95  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


1-5-53 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING :{ 90%)  $ 250.000  FTA  Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (10%)  $ 27,778 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 277,778 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ -0- 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

Codes) 

CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301. 

NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.8 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


To  improve  the  transit  systems  ability  to  accommodate  handicapped 
individuals  and  comply  with  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA) , 
Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  needs  to  make  improvements  to  a number  of  bus 
stop  locations.  These  improvements  include  the  installation  of 
handicapped  ramps,  bus  shelters,  signage  and  other  minor  changes.  When 
completed  most  of  the  stops  in  the  existing  service  area  will  be 
accessible  to  handicapped  individuals. 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 

PROJECT:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

DATE:  28  November  1994 

INITIAL  CLEARANCES  REQUIRED:  N/A 


rfw 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4I 

|lmplementation 
i Plan; 

FT^5 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 Preliminary 
1 Engineering: 

1 

1 Enviromental: 

1 

I Construction/ 
1 Rehabilitation: 

LI 

" Expenditure 
Plan: 

FY95 

FY96 

FY97 

FY  98 

i FTASect.  3 

$250, QUO 



1 tdX 

$27,778 

Itqtal  funds 

$277,778 

$0 

$c 

$0 
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DATE:  March  14,  1994 

PROJECT  JUSTIFirATION  WDPTC.gwpgT 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  EOR  PY  19QR 
OF  MTC-S  TRANSIT  CAPITAI.  PRIQRTTTE.q 

1 . OPERATOR : City  Of  FairfiPlH 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Purchase  Replacement  ADA  V;:.r. 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  Replacement  ADA  Van 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  11.12.n4 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  _1-1  Draft  FY  95  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  I-5-s.^ 


6. 
7. 
8 . 
9 . 
10  . 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING :( 83 . 2%) 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (16.8%) 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT 
Codes) 


$ M..500 fta  Section  3 

$ 8,982 


$ 53,482 

$ -0- 

TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 


CEQA  STATUS:  CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  SerM' on 

NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771-117.17 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


esr- S : 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 

PROJECT;  Purchase  Repiacement  ADA  Van 

OPERATOR;  City  of  Fairfield 
qATE-  28  November  1994 

initial  CLEARANCES  REQUIRED;  N/A 


Implementation 

Plan; 

'■  tv  95, 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY9B 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY9/ 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

PViiB  “1 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

Preliminary 

Engineering; 

____ 

I 

Enviromental; 

I 

Construction/  i 
Rehabilitation; 

1 

“Ej^enaiiure 

Plan; 

FY  95 

FY96 

FY  97 

FY  98 

FTA  Sect.  3 
TDA  I 

$44,500 

$8,982“^ 

■■ 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$53,482 

$0 

$0 

$0 
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DATE:  March  14,  1994 


PROJECT  JU5TT FT CATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  199S 
OF  MTC^S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES; 


1 .  OPERATOR : 


City  Of  Fairfield 
Purchase  Expansion  ADA  Van 
Purchase  Expansion  ADA  Van 


2.  PROJECT  NAME: 


3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 


4 .  PROJECT  CLASS : 


11.13.04 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  _7-7  Draft  FY  95  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


1-5-52 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING : (83 . 2%)  $ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (16.8%)  $ 


FTA  Section  3 


8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


$ 53 . 482 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ _q_ 

DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 

CEQA  STATUS:  CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  SPction  15701 

NEPA  STATUS : Catecrorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.17  

11 . PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS : 


transit  systems  ability  to  accommodate  handicapped 

iridl  vidusl  S snd  TA/T’h’Vi  4- 1-.  *r\  ' 1 • -I  • , • _ . 


service  coverage . 


Draft  1994-95  POP 


-222- 


December  1994 


Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 

PROJECT;  Purchase  Expansion  ADA  Van 

OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

DATE:  28  November  1994 

INITIAL  CLEARANCES  REQUIRED:  N/A 


jimplementailon 
1 Plan: 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FT57  ! 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

1 Prehminary 
1 Engineering; 

=== 

1 Enviromental: 
1 Construction/ 
1 Rehabilitation: 

====== 



Expenditure 

Plan; 

FY  95 

FY96 

FY97  I 

FY98  i 

FTA  Sect  o' 
TDA 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

5^,500 

$8,932 

$53,482 

^ ■ $0 
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I 


DATE:  March  14,  1994 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 

FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  199R 
OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


1 . OPERATOR : 

2.  PROJECT  NAME: 

3..  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 
4 . PROJECT  CLASS : 


City  Of  Fairfield 
ADA  Computer  Scheduling  Svstp.m 
ADA  Computer  Scheduling  System 
11.42.07  & 11. 42. OR 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  Draft  FY  95  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  I-5-52 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING :( 83 . 2% ) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (16.8%) 

8 . TOTAL  PROJECT  COST : 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


24 , 000 


30 , 000 


FTA  Section  3 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (Specify  State  and  Federal 
Codes) 


CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301. 

NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.19 

11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 

To  improye  the  transit  _ systems  ability  to  accommodate  handicapped 
individuals  and  comply  with  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA) , 
and  improve  the  scheduling  and  dispatching  of  the  paratransit  service, 
Fairfield/Suisun  Transit  needs  to  purchase  a computerized  scheduling 
system.  It  will  be  used  to  improve  the  scheduling  of  trips  on  the  ADA 
service . 
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Implementation  Schedule  and  Expenditure  Plan 

PROJECT;  ADA  Computer  Scheduling  System 

OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

PATE:  28  November  1994 

INITIAL  CLEARANCES  REQUIRED:  N/A 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1 OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2 PROJECT  NAME;  FERRY  BUILDING  INTERMODAL  FACILITY 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Final  design  and  engineering  for  improvements  to  the  Ferry 
Building  to  restore  the  building  to  its  original  use  as  a transportation  terminal  connecting  the 
region’s  ferry  transit  network  with  multiple  modes  of  transit  (MUNI,  BART  and  AMTRACK). 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations  (17)  Capitalized  Engineering 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  N/A 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECT  COST: 


1994  Proposed  TIP  Amendment 

$1,000,000  Section  3 Bus 

None 

$250,000 

$1,250,000 


10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  FHW A/Transportation  Enhancement  Activities  (ISTEA);  FHW A/Ferry 
Boat  Discretionary  Program;  State  Proposition  116 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  Environmental  Assessment  (EA) 
FONSI  pursuant  to  NEPA  (in  progress  scheduled  for  completion  summer  1995).  CEQA 
STATUS;  Environmental  Review  in  progress  scheduled  for  completion  December  1995. 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission’s  Regional  Ferry  Plan  indicates  that  commuter 
ferry  ridership  between  Downtown  San  Francisco  and  suburban  on  origins  grew  by  80  percent 
between  1986  and  1990.  New  service  from  Oakland  and  Alameda  came  on  line  during  this 
period.  Patronage  increased  by  nearly  two-thirds  on  established  routes.  Larkspur  ridership 
expanded  by  67  percent,  and  Sausalito  by  61  percent  during  this  period. 

In  projecting  the  potential  for  growth  in  ferry  demand,  the  MTC  study  concludes  that  ridership 
is  likely  to  grow  as  highway  congestion  worsens,  even  if  ferry  service  is  not  improved.  It 
concludes  that  an  increase  in  frequency  of  service  combined  with  increased  highway  congestion 
could  result  in  ferry  ridership  several  times  current  levels.  These  projections  are  based  upon 
the  following  proposed  service  improvements: 

a.  Purchase  of  two  high-speed  catamarans  to  operate  on  the  Larkspur/Sausalito  routes,  with  a 
reduction  in  peak  period  headways  of  15  to  30  minutes  from  the  current  30  to  40  minutes, 
and  an  increase  from  46  to  68  weekday  trips. 
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b.  Purchase  of  two  high-speed  catamarans  to  provide  service  on  one  continuous  route 
between  Oakland,  Alameda,  San  Francisco  and  Tiburon,  with  increased  service  between 
Alameda  and  San  Francisco. 

c.  Purchase  of  two  high-speed  vessels  for  the  Vallejo-San  Francisco  service,  and  provision  of 
three  to  four  a.m.  commute  trips  compared  to  the  one  trip  that  is  currently  offered. 

In  addition  to  evaluating  existing  routes,  the  MTC  study  evaluated  the  potential  for  17  new 
ferry  routes  serving  San  Francisco.  Of  these,  four  were  selected  for  further  study,  including 
Harbor  Bay  Island  service,  began  in  1992;  the  remaining  three  include:  Port  Sonoma/Marin; 
Berkeley/Albany;  and  Martinez.  Port  Sonoma/Marin  is  expected  to  have  the  highest  ridership 
(390  passengers  for  three  a.m.  peak  d^artures)  because  of  the  significant  travel  time  savings 
that  ferry  passengers  would  have  over  vdiicular  travel  (30  minutes).  Similarly,  ferry  service 
from  Martinez  is  expected  to  provide  commuters  with  a 30-minute  time  savings  over  driving  or 
bus.  Service  from  Berkeley /Albany  is  projected  to  exceed  270  passengers  for  three  peak  trips, 
and  to  offer  strong  midday  patronage,  particularly  on  race  days  at  Golden  Gate  Fields. 

The  Port  has  recently  completed  a Downtown  Ferry  Terminal  study.  MTC  forecast  was  made 
to  both  update  the  forecast  and  to  provide  terminal  planning  input  (e.g.,  range  in  demand, 
number  of  new  routes,  arrivals,  departures,  etc.).  The  Port  study  revised  the  forecast  for  each 
route  and  provided  a high  estimate  that  can  be  used  for  terminal  planning.  The  revised 
forecasts  for  existing  routes  are  about  10  percent  lower  than  the  original  MTC  forecast; 
however,  the  forecasts  for  other  potential  routes  are  greater  than  in  previous  estimates.  These 
estimates  clearly  indicate  that  ferry  ridership  to  and  from  the  Ferry  Building  will  continue  to 
grow.  The  projections  indicate  that  overall  ferry  ridership  could  double  and  that  the  number  of 
peak  commuters  could  be  threefold  (high  estimate)  what  it  is  today.  The  projections  also  show 
diat  potential  other  routes  shown  to  be  economically  infeasible  in  the  MTC  study  would  be 
feasible  with  die  high  forecast  estimate. 

Peak  period  ridership  on  routes  now  using  Pier  1/2  is  projected  to  grow  from  the  current  950  to 
1,750  passengers  under  the  revised  forecast  (2,570  hi^  estimate).  These  levels  of  ridership 
alone  will  heavily  tax  Pier  1/2,  and  the  following  section  presents  the  facility  requirements  to 
accommodate  these  future  demands.  The  existing  pier  facilities  already  show  the  strain  from 
the  existing  operations  (e.g.,  wear  and  tear,  vandalism,  lack  of  room  for  expansion). 

San  Francisco  Airport  is  planning  to  introduce  hovercraft  service  (Hovershutde)  between  SFO  and  the 
Ferry  Building  as  part  of  its  renovation  and  expansion  program.  As  currendy  envisioned,  the 
Hovershutde  will  commence  operations  in  mid  1998  to  coincide  with  the  completion  of  the  SFO 
marine  terminal  and  proposed  people-mover  system.  Daily  ridership  on  the  Hovershutde  is  projected 
at  about  1,000  passengers  in  1998,  potentially  increasing  to  2,100  by  the  year  2006.  Preliminary 
scheduling  calls  for  the  introduction  of  three  vessels,  with  a total  of  54  round  trips  between  downtown 
and  the  airport,  generally  at  20-minute  headways.  The  Hovershutde  will  require  an  enclosed  terminal 
area  of  ^proximately  2,000  square  feet,  with  a dedicated  area  for  ticketing  and  baggage  check-in, 
and  a waiting  area  capable  of  seating  100  passengers. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  Projects  Submitted  for  FY  1993-94 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  Operator:  City  of  Napa 

2.  Project  Name:  Automatic  Voice  Announcement  System  for  VINE  and  NVT 

3.  Project  Description 

Installation  of  automatic  recorded  annoiincement  system  for  stops  and 
intersections,  major  transfer  points  for  the  VINE  and  NVT.  Buses  will 
also  announce  route  and  destination  when  doors  are  opened,  to  assist 
persons  with  visual  disabilities  in  boarding  the  correct  bus  and  alighting 
at  the  desired  destination  without  needing  the  active  participation  of  the 
bus  operators. 

4.  Project  Class  Enhancement,  ADA  compliance 

5.  SRTP  Page  Reference: page  6-2,  6-6  1993/94  TIP  page  reference:  1-6-77 

6.  Proposed  Federal  Funding:  $117,000  SOURCE:  Section  3 

7.  Proposed  Local  Match:  $13,000  SOURCE  TDA 

8.  Total  Project  Cost:  $130,000 

9.  Prior  FTA  Funding:  none 

10.  Environmental  Document  Type  and  Status: 

CEQA:  Categorically  Exempt  - Title  14,  CAC  § 15301  - existing 
facilities.  Equipment  will  be  installed  on  existing  vehicles. 

NEPA:  23CFR  771.115(B)(8)  CLASS  II,  Categorically  Exempt 

11.  Compliance  with  Private  Sector  Participation  Requirements 
(Please  complete  for  annual  element  projects  only) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  .the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy 

No  _XXX  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference: H/A 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above 
named  project? 

XXX  No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference: 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference: ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  projects? 

_xxx  No  ^Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference: 
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(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 

xxx_  No  Yes;  Reference; 

(If  yes.  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
) 

12.  Additional  Planning  Justification; 

Napa  Valley  Transit  and  VINE  buses  all  come  in  to  a central  terminal 
for  timed  transfers  on  a "pulse"  system.  Although  buses  for  the  same 
routes  are  always  in  the  same  general  area,  it  is  impossible  to  predict 
which  bus  will  be  in  precisely  the  same  place  at  the  terminal  at  pull-in. 
In  addition,  drivers  currently  announce  main  transfer  points, 
intersections,  and  key  destinations  using  public  address  systems.  This 
requires  a great  deal  of  involvement  by  the  operator,  who  must  also  watch 
out  for  passengers,  traffic,  emergency  vehicles,  stops  requested,  and 
maneuvering  along  city  streets  and  County  2-lane  roadways. 

This  equipment  will  allow  this  annotincing  to  be  done  automatically 
through  a recorded  voice  loop.  In  addition,  it  will  be  programmed  so  that 
when  the  doors  are  opened,  the  bus  announces  its  route  and  destination  to 
assist  passengers  with  visual  disabilities  who  are  boarding  either  at  the 
downtown  terminal  or  other  locations  served  by  more  than  one  route. 

Because  the  City  is  also  pursuing  a vehicle  locator  system  project 
utilizing  on-board  personal  computers  as  an  integral  part  of  the  system, 
the  same  on-board  computer  can  be  used  for  the  voice  announcement  system, 
thus  reducing  the  cost  of  the  system  and  maximizing  the  potential  of  the 
computers  already  available. 


PR0JJUSSE3 /CR/TXTLIB3 
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333:3 


CITY  OF  NAPA 
FTA  SSCnON  3 PROGRAM 
1994-95 

CAPITAL  PROJECT  IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 


Automated  Announcement 
System 


total  % SEC  3 $ 
$130,000  117,000 


TASKS 


TIME  ALLOTMENT 


Receipt  of  Grant  Axjard 


January  1995 


Prepare  Bid  Specif icatlona 
Release  Bid  Package 
Award  Bid 
Install  equipment 


November  1994 
January  1993 
February  1993 
April  1993 


PROJECT  COMPLETION  DATS 


May  1993 


QUARTERLY  ENCCMBERMERT  AND  DISBURSEMENT 


Encumberme^  Disbursement 

1995  - 1 
1995  - 2 
1995  - 3 
1993  - 4 

IMPLEMNTSC /CR r TXTLIB3 


$2,000 

126,000 


$2,000 

120,000 

8.000 

-0. 
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PROJECT  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  For  FY  94/95 
MTC  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  SamTrans 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  of  16  replacement  buses 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-22  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,628,288  SOURCE:  FTA 

Section  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (19.4%):  $871,072  SOURCE:  STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $4,499,360 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 117 (c) ( 19 ) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of 
this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes : SRTP  Page  Reference 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to 
operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to 
contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?) 
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SaitiTrans 

Replacement  Buses 
Page  2 


from  the 


d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints 
private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  ) 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

The  District's  bus  replacement  program  assumes  the  useful 
life  of  a bus  is  12  years.  Our  experience  has  shown  that 
buses  over  12  years  old  have  proven  to  significantly  impact 
maintenance  costs.  The  aim  of  our  bus  replacement  schedule 
is  to  ultimately  achieve  an  even  distribution  of  buses 
between  the  ages  one  and  12  years  with  an  average  fleet  age 
of  six  years. 

Our  proposed  bus  replacement  program  calls  for  replacement 
of  72  vehicles  between  FY  1994/95  - 1995/96.  In  FY  94/95  38 
Gillig  buses  will  be  replaced  as  well  as  an  additional  34 
Gillig  buses  in  FY  1995/96.  This  replacement  schedule 
conforms  to  FTA  requirements  and  spare  ratios. 

This  project  will  enable  the  District  to  continue  to 
maintain  a safe  and  reliable  fleet  and  contain  its 
maintenance  costs.  All  replacement  buses  will  be  assigned 
to  existing  service  routes  as  part  of  the  District's  on- 
going replacement  program. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Project:  Replacement  Buses 
Operator:  SM-IA 
Page:  3 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 


IMPLEMENTATION 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  97/98  1 

SCHEDULE 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  LWrite  Specs 

X 

TASK  2:Issue  Bid 
Document 

X 

TASK  3:  Award  of 
Bid 

X 

TASK  4:  Vehicle  in 
Service 

X 

O:  Clearances  and  Approvals: 


EXPENDITURE 

PLAN 

FY  93/94 

FY  94/95 

FY  95/96 

FY  97/98 

FTA  Sec  9 

FTA  Sec  3 

$3,628,288 

Other  FED 

State  TP&D 

Article  XIX 

Rail  Bonds 

PCL  Bonds 

Other  State 

STA* 

$871,072 

Local  Funds 

Source; 

Sales  Tax 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$4,499,360 

* SamTrans  will  use  available  revenue-based  SB  3 STA  funds  for  match 
plus  local  sales  tax  for  the  balance  required. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  the  Annual  Element 
of  MTC^s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR;  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION; 

Installation  of  concrete  pads  forwheelchair 
boarding/ alighting  and  safety  of  bus  passenters  with 
mobility  impairments  and  improvements  for  access  to  bus 
stops . 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS; 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE;  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE; 

ADA  Paratransit  Plan  which  is  included  by  reference  in  SRTP 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING;  $32,000  SOURCE;  Sec.  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH(20%);  $ 8,000  SOURCE;  TDA/STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST;  $40,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING;  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS;  Exempt 

NEPA  STATUS; 

CEQA  STATUS;  Section  15303  Categorical  Exemption 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION; 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  October  13,  1994 

Project:  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Operator:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 

FY  1994/95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

FY  1995/96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY  1996/97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY  1997/98 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

I TASK  1 : 

Coord,  w/prop. 
owners 

1 

1 

X X 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I TASK  2 : 

Develop 

contract  specs 

1 

1 

X X 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  3 : 

Construct 

pads/ramps 

1 

1 

X - 

1 

1 

X 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 1 1 1 1 

1 till 

1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 

0:  Clearances  i 

1 1 

1 

and  Approvals 
1 . 

1 

1 - 

1 

1 - 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

1 

FY  1994/95! 

1 

FY  1995/96 

FY 

1 

1 

- _ __L 

FY 

UMTA  SEC.  9 
UMTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

$32,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 LOCAL  FUNDS  | 
SOURCE: 

1 1 

$8,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$40,000 

0 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  the  Annual  Element 
of  MTC^s  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Paratransit  Vans 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Purchase  of  new  and  replacement  paratransit  vans 
'4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

ADA  Paratransit  Plan  which  is  included  by  reference  in  SRTP 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $240,000  SOURCE:  Sec.  3 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH(20%) : $ 60,000  SOURCE:  TDA/STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $300,000 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  Exempt 

NEPA  STATUS:  23CFR  771.115(b)  and  771.117(c)  (17) 

Categorical  Exemption 

CEQA  STATUS:  Sec.  15301  Categorical  Exemption 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  October  13,  1994 

Project:  Paratransit  vans 

Operator:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 

FY  1994/95!  FY  1995/96! 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1996/97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY  1997/98 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1: 

Prepare  Spec's 

1 

X X 

1 

1 

1- 

1 

1 

1- 

TASK  2: 

Award  Contract 

1 

X 

1 

-X 

1 

1 

1 

I TASK  3: 

Veh.  Delivery 

1 

1 

1 

V 1 

1 

1 1 1 I 1 i 

1 1 1 1 1 i 

1 III  I _J 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 I I 

1 1 

0:  Clearances 

1 1 

1 

and  Approvals 
1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

1 

FY  1994/95  FY 

1 

1995/96 

FY 

1 

1996/97 

FY 

1997/98 

UMTA  SEC.  9 
XJMTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

$240,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE : TDA/STA 

1 

$60,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$300,000 

0 j 

0 

0 

I I I I I I 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  1994-95  FTA  Program  of  Projects 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 


OPERATOR: 

PROJECT  NAME: 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
ADA  Paratransit  Van  Procurement 

Purchase  20  accessible  vans  for  use  in  SCCTD's  ADA 
Paratransit  program 


PROJECT  CLASS:  1.  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles  , 21  Accessibility 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  4-5  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $934,500  SOURCE:  Section  3 Bus 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $1 88,620  I SOURCE:  Local  Sales  Tax 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $1,123,120 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Adm  Code,  Sec  1 5300 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

Purchase  of  paratransit  vans  will  support  the  delivery  of  ADA  paratransit  service  as  described  in  the 
SCCTD's  ADA  Paratransit  Plan.  Use  of  federal  funds  for  buying  vehicles  will  preserve  local  funds  for 
support  of  transit  operations  and  other  capital  project. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 
OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Paratransit  Vans 

Date:  October  1 1 . 1 994 


Implementation  Schedule 

94-95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

95-96 

Q1  02  03  04 

96-97 

01  02  03  04 

97-98 

01  02  03  04 

98-99 

01  02  03  04 

Task  LADA  Vans  (20) 

XXX 

xxxxx 

Expenditure  Plan 

FY  94-95 

FY  95-96 

FY  96-97 

FY  97-98 

FY  98-99 

FTA  Section  9 

FTA  Section  3 

$934,500 

FAU/FAI 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal 

State  TP  & D 

Article  XIX 

Prop  108  Bonds 

Prop  116  Bonds 

FCR 

State/Local  Partnership 

Other  State 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA  (Operating) 

STA  (Regional) 

Local  Funds:  (specify)  1/2  Cent  Sales 
Tax 

$188,620 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$1,123,120 

Draft  1994-95  POP 


-240 


December  1994 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  FY  1994-95  FTA  Program  of  Projects 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 


OPERATOR;  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  ADA  Bus  Access  Improvements 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  passenger  waiting  pads  and  other  improvements 

required  to  make  bus  stops  accessible  under  ADA. 


PROJECT  CLASS:  21  Accessibility 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  4-3  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $2,800,000  SOURCE: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH;  $ 700.000  SOURCE: 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,500,000 


Section  3 Bus 
Local  Sales  Tax 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(15)  and  (8) 

CEQA  STATUS:  1 4 Cal  Admin.  Code  Section  1 5301 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 
Project  Justification 

The  Americans  v^th  Disabilities  Act  requires  that  bus  stops  be  accessible  to  disabled  persons.  For 
example,  waiting  pads  should  be  paved  so  that  they  remain  usable  to  wheelchair  users,  even  in  wet 
weather,  and  waiting  pads  need  paved  access  to  adjacent  crosswalks. 

Following  the  passage  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  SCCTD  surveyed  the  accessibility 
of  all  4,700  SCCTD  bus  stops.  Approximately  1200  stops  were  identified  as  having  one  or  more 
barriers  to  accessibility.  The  order  in  which  stops  were  to  be  improved  was  developed  in  cooperation 
with  the  Santa  Clara  County  Ad  Hoc  Committee  for  Mobility  Impaired.  This  prioritization  was  based  on 
the  type  of  problem  and  recorded  passenger  volumes  at  each  stop,  as  well  as  Input  from  the  mobility 
impaired  community. 


Based  on  the  results  of  this  process,  in  1993  SCCTD  began  a multi-year  program  to  construct 
passenger  waiting  pads  and  other  supporting  access  improvements  at  bus  stops.  Detailed  designs 
were  completed  for  improvement  of  several  of  the  highest  priority  stops  and  construction  contracts 
were  awarded  using  100%  local  funds.  Average  costs  of  improvement  for  the  initial  group  of  stops 
was  between  $3000  and  $3500  per  stop. 

On  July  12, 1994  SCCTD  was  awarded  an  $800,000  Section  3 Bus  Facilities  grant  for  ADA  bus  stop 
improvements,  including  the  cost  of  sign  replacement  This  included  $300,000  for  replacement  of 
signs  in  accordance  vinth  ADA  regulations,  and  $500,000  in  bus  stop  access  improvements.  Costs  to 
improve  the  remaining  deficient  stops  are  estimated  at  about  $3,500,000.  SCCTD  proposes  to 
complete  this  program  over  the  next  several  years  based  on  available  federal  funding  support, 
matched  by  local  funds.  Where  public  or  private  development  is  anticipated,  SCCTD  will  seek  the 
cooperation  of  local  cities  and  developers  so  that  improvements  are  made  using  non-transit  funds 
whenever  possible. 

Making  bus  stops  accessible  to  wheelchair  patrons  and  others  with  disabilities,  will  benefit  transit 
operations  by  improving  the  efficiency  of  boardings  by  disabled  patrons  and  by  reducing  the  demand 
for  ADA  paratransit  trips.  Over  the  long  term,  this  is  expected  to  yield  significant  paratransit  operating 
cost  savings,  thereby  minimizing  potential  transit  service  reductions  needed  to  allow  funding  of  ADA 
service. 
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FY 1994-95  STP-CMAQ  and  TEA  Transit 

Program  of  Projects 


MTC  Region 


il 

JfensiT  fc)ri4 
6i: 


(Table  V-1) 

1994/95  - 1996/97  FTA  STP-CMAQ  PROGRAM 
TRANSIT  PROJECTS  IN  THE  MTC  REGION 
Designated  Recipient:  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 


STP  - CMAO  Funds  Available: 


FY  1 994/95  Apportionment  STP  $55,400,000 

FY  1 994/95  Apportionment  CMAQ  $26,800,000 

FY  1 995/96  Apportionment  STP  $55,400,000 

FY  1 995/96  Apportionment  CMAQ  $26,800,000 

FY  1996/97  Apportionment  STP  $55,400,000 

FY  1 996/97  Apportionment  CMAQ  $26,800,000 

1 992-1 994  STP-CMAQ  Transit  Carryover  Funds*  $1 .435,340 

STP  Swap  Funding  (for  MUNI  Capital  Projects)  $37,037,492 


STP  - CMAO  Funds  Programmed; 

STP  - CMAQ  Funds  Programmed  for  Non-Transit  Purposes:  $164,743,000 

STP  - CMAQ  Funds  Transferred  to  FTA  for  Transit  Capital  Projects:  $1 1 8,465,697 

lotaj:  $28,3.208.697 

Transportation  Enhancement  Activities  (TEA)  Program: 

Transportation  Enhancement  Activites  (TEA)  Funds  Transferred  to 

FTA  for  Transit  Capital  Projects:  $686,960 


''  AC  Transit  previously  applied  for  $1,200,000  of  the  San  Pablo  Ave./E.  14th  Corridor  EA-AA  project  in 
a FY  93-94  grant  (CA-90-X597).  Grantee  will  apply  for  the  balance  of  $129,000  in  FY  1994-95. 

* Carryover  project  from  1992-1994  STP-CMAQ  transit  program. 

##  Project  funding  includes  STP  swap  funds. 
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1 op  Code 

Operator 

Score 

Project  Name 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Annual  Total 

1 ISTEA  STP-D 

7995 

SF151 

MUNI 

73.9 

Replacement  LRVS  MU 

15.871.000 

$1,031,167 

$1,031,167 

$17,933,334 

MTC328* 

Celtrain  (JPB) 

68.8 

CalTrain  locomotive  rebuild  (prototype) 
(SF) 

66.708 

$8,668 

$0 

$75,376  1 

MTC328<1 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

68.8 

CalTrain  locomotive  rebuild  (prototype) 
(SJ) 

42.292 

$5,496 

$0 

$47,788  j 

SF152 

MUNI 

67.4 

Trolley  coach  replacement  MM 

16.899.000 

$1,097,960 

$1,097,960 

$19,094,920  ! 

SF153 

MUNI 

65.6 

Trolley  overhead  rehab. 

418.000 

$54,316 

$0 

$472,316 

MTC329a 

Caltnin  (JPB) 

65 

Railcar  rehabilitation  (SF) 

1.309.068 

$170,105 

$0 

$1,479,173 

MTC329d 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

65 

Railcar  rehabilitation  (SJ) 

829.932 

$107,844 

$0 

$937,776  1 

SON  158 

Santa  Rosa 

64.5 

Replacement  Buses  (2) 

434.000 

$0 

$108,500 

$542,500 

SF154 

MUNI 

63.6 

Track  replacement  MM 

4.770.000 

$424,915 

$194,915 

$5,389,830 

SF701 

MUNI 

F-Market  Streetcar  Line  & Market  Street 
Transit  Thoroughfare  MM 

3.838.492 

$0 

$498,787 

$4,337,279 

SF700 

MUNI 

Rail  Maintenance  Equipment  & Fixed 
Facility  Work  MM 

3.320.340 

$0 

$415,125 

$3,735,465 

1 ISTEA  STP-D 

Fiscal  Yean  1995  TOTAL; 

$47,798,832 

$2,900,471 

$3,346,454 

$54,045,757  I 

1996 

MTC328e 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

68.8 

CalTrain  locomotive  rebuild  (prototype) 
(SJ) 

56.648 

$7,361 

$0 

$64,009 

MTC328b 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

68.8 

CalTrain  locomorive  rebuild  (prototype) 
(SF) 

89.352 

$11,611 

$0 

$100,963 

MTC329e 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

65 

Railcar  rehabilitation  (SJ) 

829.932 

$107,844 

$0 

$937,776 

MTC329b 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

65 

Railcar  rehabilitation  (SF) 

1.309.068 

$170,105 

$0 

$1,479,173 

1 ISTEA  STP-D 

Fiscal  Yean  1996  TOTAL: 

$2,285,000 

$296,921 

$0 

$2,581,921  I 

1997 

MTC328f 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

68.8 

CalTrain  locomotive  rebuild  (prototype) 
(SJ) 

42.292 

$5,496 

$0 

$47,788  . 

MTC328C 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

68.8 

CalTrain  locomotive  rebuild  (prototype) 
(SF) 

66.708 

$8,668 

$0 

$75,376 

MTC329f 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

65 

Railcar  rehabilitation  (SJ) 

829.932 

$107,844 

$0 

$937,776 

MTC329C 

Claltrain  (JPB) 

65 

Railcar  rehabilitation  (SF) 

1.309.068 

$170,105 

$0 

$1,479,173 

NAP148 

Napa  VINE 

56.8 

Consolidated  Transit  Services  Center 

1,400.000 

$182,000 

$0 

$1,582,000 

1 ISTEA  STP-D 

Fiscal  Yean  1997  TOTAL: 

$3,648,000 

$474,113 

$0 

$4,122,113  1 

''  AC  Transit  previously  applied  for  $1 ,200,000  of  the  San  Pablo  Ave./E.  14th  Corridor  EA-AA  project  in 
a FY  93-94  grant  (CA-90-X597).  Grantee  will  apply  for  the  balance  of  $129,000  in  FY  1994-95. 

* Carryover  project  from  1992-1994  STP-CMAQ  transit  program. 

##  Project  funding  includes  STP  swap  funds. 
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STP  - CMAO  Funds  Programmed: 


Op  Code  Operator  Score  Project  Name 


Federal  State  Local  Annual  Total 


I ISTEA  STP-E 
1995 


04-9009 

BART 

BART  Bicycle  Lockers 

334,960 

SO 

$84,010 

$418,970 

04-9066 

MUNI 

19th  Avenue  Platform  Improvements 

352.000 

SO 

$45,740 

$397,740 

1 ISTEA  STP-E 

riscal  Yean  1995  TOTAL: 

$686,960 

$0 

$129,750 

$816,710  j 

1 ISTEA  STP-G 

J 

1995 

SON282 

Santa  Rosa 

Replace  up  to  7 buses 

1.548.750 

SO 

$387,187 

$1,935,937 

SF276 

MUNI 

Trolley  overhead  rehab. 

458.000 

$60,000 

$0 

$518,000 

SF277 

Caltrain  (JPB) 

Key  starion  ADA  improvements  (SF) 

550.000 

$71,469 

$0 

$621,469 

Carryov. 

LA  VTA 

Livermore  Transit  Center  • 

579.000 

$97,000 

$141,300 

$817,300 

SCL220 

SCCTD 

Tasman  Supplemental  Final  Design 

553.000 

$0 

$138,000 

$691,000 

SCL500 

SCCTD 

LRV  Washpads  • 

340.000 

$0 

$85,000 

$425,000 

SOL281 

Fairfield 

Bus  Rehabilitation  - 4 Gillig  Phantom 
Buses  [1982] 

178.560 

$0 

$23,203 

$201,763 

ALA272 

LA  VTA 

Construction  of  7 bus  pullouts 

150.450 

$0 

$20,000 

$170,450 

CC273 

WcstCat 

Emergency  Replacement  Patatransit 

94.000 

$0 

$12,215 

$106,215 

MRN274 

GGBHTD 

Bus  Shelters  & Turnouts 

255.000 

$0 

$33,136 

$288,136 

ALA270 

UC  Transit 

Replacement  of  1 transit  bus 

250.000 

$0 

$32,486 

$282,486 

SF278 

MUNI 

Key  ADA  Stations  (Metro  Accessibility 
Improvements)  Hit 

2.939,000 

$0 

$381,904 

$3,320,904 

ALA165 

AC  Transit 

San  Pablo  Ave/E  14th  Corridor 
Environmental  Assessment-Alt.  Analysis* 

1.329.000 

$156,000 

$176,250 

$1,661,250 

1 ISTEA  STP-G 

Fiscal  Year:  1995  TOTAL: 

$9,224,760 

$384,469 

$1,430,680 

$11,039,909  j 

1996 

ALA271 

AC  Transit 

Fremont  BART  Transit  Center 
Improvements 

200,000 

SO 

$50,000 

$250,000 

SCL211 

SCCTD 

Preliminary  Study.  LRT  Corridors 

300.00() 

$69,000 

$231,000 

$600,000 

SOL280 

Fairfield 

Bus  Rehabilitation  - 4 Gillig  Phantom 
Buses  [1985] 

327,600 

$0 

$42,570 

$370,170 

i ISTEA  STP-G 

i 

Fiscal  Year:  1996  TOTAL 

$827,600 

$69,000 

$323,570 

$1,220,170  j 

1997 

SCL275 

SCCTD 

Vasona  Corridor  LRT.  PE 

3,500,000 

$1,035,000 

$4,465,000 

$9,000,000 

I ISTEA  STP-G 

Fiscal  Year:  1997  TOTAL 

$3,500,000 

$1,035,000 

$4,465,000 

$9,000,000  j 

''  AC  Transit  previously  applied  for  $1,200,000  of  the  San  Pablo  Ave./E.  14th  Corridor  EA-AA  project  in 
a FY  93-94  grant  (CA-90-X597).  Grantee  will  apply  for  the  balance  of  $129,000  in  FY  1994-95. 

* Carryover  project  from  1992-1994  STP-CMAQ  transit  program. 

##  Project  funding  includes  STP  swap  funds. 
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STP  - CMAQ  Funds  Programmed: 


1 Op  Code 

Operator 

Score 

Project  Name 

Federal 

State 

Local 

Annual  Total  | 

1 ISTEA-CMAQ 

] 

1995 

SFI55 

MUNI 

72.6 

Replacement  LRVS 

4.514,000 

$293,282 

$293,282 

$5,100,564 

CC145 

AC  Transit 

67.5 

San  Pablo  Corridor  EA  - AA 

152,000 

$19,751 

$18,249 

$190,000 

MTC3371 

GGBHTD 

67.2 

Trarulmk/Farebox  Replacement 

697,000 

$90,571 

$0 

$787,571 

MTC33U 

MUNI 

66.2 

Ttanslink 

4,008,000 

$520,813 

$0 

$4,528,813 

MTC326 

LA  VTA 

66.2 

Purchase/Installation  of  50  Ttanslink 

354.000 

$0 

$46,000 

$400,000 

SFI56 

MUNI 

65.2 

Trolley  overhead  rehab. 

540,000 

$70,169 

$0 

$610,169 

CC146 

WesiCat 

63.7 

Fixed  Route  Vehicles 
Replacement/Expansion 

354,000 

$0 

$46,000 

$400,000 

MTC338a 

GGBHTD 

63 

Automated  Bus  Schedule/Operations 
Data  Base 

600,000 

$77,966 

$0 

$677,966 

ALAI43 

AC  Transit 

62.4 

Telegraph-Foothill/Bancroft  Electric 
Trolley  - Phase  1 

985.000 

$127,994 

$118,256 

$1,231,250 

SCL149 

SCCTD 

60.7 

Capitol  Corridor  LRT  Conceptual  Engr. 

885.000 

$115,000 

$0 

$1,000,000 

ALA144 

UC  Transit 

59.2 

Replacement  of  7 Buses 

1,436,000 

$0 

$186,599 

$1,622,599 

Carryov. 

GGBHTD 

San  Rafael  Park  & Ride  Lot  * 

400,000 

$0 

$100,000 

$500,000 

I ISTEA-CMAQ 

Fisad  Year:  1995  TOTAL: 

$14,925,000 

$1,315,546 

$808,386 

$17,048,932  1 

1996 

MTC333 

BART 

71 

BART  A/B  Car  Rehabilitation 

15.000,000 

SO 

$1,949,153 

$16,949,153 

MTC337b 

GGBHTD 

67.2 

Ttanslink/Farebox  Replacement 

1,267.000 

$164,638 

$0 

$1,431,638 

SCLIOOa 

SCCTD 

60.7 

Capitol  Corridor  LRT.  PE/DEIR/FEIR 

1,998,000 

$259,627 

$2,546,640 

$4,804,267 

W95002 

Vacaville 

Alt.  Fuel  Facility 

445.152 

$57,845 

$0 

$502,997 

j ISTEA-CMAQ 

1 

Fiscal  Year:  1996  TOTAL: 

$18,710,152 

U82,110 

$4,495,793 

$23,688,055  I 

1997 

MTC337C 

GGBHTD 

67.2 

Translink/Farebox  Replacement 

1.437.000 

$186,729 

SO 

$1,623,729 

MTC331b. 

MUNI 

66.2 

Translink 

4.116.000 

$534,847 

SO 

$4,650,847 

ALA  142 

AC  Transit 

64.6 

Coliseum  BART  Transit  Center 
Improvements 

585,353 

$76,063 

$70,275 

$731,691 

SCL400b 

SCCTD 

60.7 

Capitol  Corridor  LRT,  PE/DEIR/FEIR 

2.927.000 

$380,373 

$1,738,360 

$5,045,733 

SF157 

MUNI 

60 

Bus  stop  improvements 

837,000 

$108,763 

$0 

$945,763 

SCL348 

SCCTD 

57.8 

Vasona  Corridor  LRT,  PE 

2.109.000 

$274,000 

$6,617,000 

$9,000,000 

SCL150 

SCCTD 

57.8 

Vasona  Corridor  LRT.  FEIS 

664,000 

$86,282 

$0 

$750,282 

SCL349 

SCCTD 

51 

Vasona  Junction  Park  & Ride 

4,000,000 

$1,000,000 

$0 

$5,000,000 

VV97001 

Vacaville 

Alt.  Fuel  Expansion  Buses 

531,000 

$0 

$69,000 

$600,000 

1 ISTEA-CMAQ 

Fiscal  Year:  1997  TOTAL: 

$17,206,353 

$2,647,057 

$8,494,635 

$28,348,045  | 

1 STP/CMAQ  Program  Total; 

$118,812,657 

$9,604,687 

$23,494,268  | 

''  AC  Transit  previously  applied  for  $1 ,200,000  of  the  San  Pablo  Ave./E.  14th  Corridor  EA-AA  project  in 
a FY  93-94  grant  (CA-90-X597).  Grantee  will  apply  for  the  balance  of  $129,000  in  FY  1994-95. 

* Carryover  project  from  1992-1994  STP-CMAQ  transit  program. 

##  Project  funding  includes  STP  swap  funds. 
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PROJECT  JUSTiriCATrON  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994-95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


November  15,  1994 


1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  East  14th/San  Pablo  Corridor  EA/AA 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Conduct  an  Environmental  Assesement/Alterna- 

tives  Analysis  for  the  San  Pablo  Ave/E.  14th 
Corridor.  This  analysis  is  intended  to  dator- 
aine  the  best  way(s)  of  providing  transit  ser- 
vice in  this  corridor  to  improve  air  quality, 
increase  patronage,  and  reduce  operating  costs 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (20)  Planning 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY  94-2003;  Appendix  K 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 

9.  PRIOR  PTA  FUNDING; 


$ 129,000  SOURCE;  ISTEA  STP-G  (Al  Co) 
$ 152,000  source:  ISTEA  CMAQ  (CC  Co) 


S 19,751  (CC  Cty) 

S 32,250  (ALA  Cty) 
S 18,249  (CC  Cty) 

S 351,250 

$1,200,000 


Source:  TSM 
Source:  Toll  Bridge  Rev. 
Source:  Toll  Bridge  Rev. 


10.  ENVTRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NSPA  STATUS:  Study  will  address  environiaental  assessraent. 

CEQA  STATUS: 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


AC  Transit  conducted  a systems  level  analysis  of  seven  major  transit 
corridors  in  1992.  The  San  Pablo  Corridor  emerged  as  one  with  potential 
for  light  rail  service.  This  project  would  evaluate  the  travel 
alternatives  for  this  corridor,  and  assess  the  environmental  impacts.  The 
overall  study  includes  the  Alameda  Cc.  portion  of  this  corridor, 
encompassing  San  Pablo  Ave.  to  downtown  Oakland  and  continuing  from  there 
along  East  14th  St.  in  East  Oakland. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date;  November  15,  1994 

Project:  SAN  PABLO  CORRIDOR  EA/AA 

operator;  ALAMEDA-CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
Initial  Clearances  Required; 

(further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o“) 


I IMPLEMENTATION 

j schedule: 

•task  1: 
‘develop  RFP 


FY  1994-95  FY  1995-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  Q1  QS  Q3  Q4 


FY  1996-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


XXX 


FY  1997-98 
Q1  Q2  Q3  04 


I 


TASK  2: 

BOARD  APPROVAL 


XX 


I 

I 

I 

I 


TASK  3: 

BID  PROCESS 


XXX 


TASK  4: 


AWARD  CONTRACT 


XX 


1 


I 


TASK  5: CONDUCT 
STUDY 


XXXXXXX  XXXXX’XXXXXXX 


xxxxxxxxxxxxl 

I 


I 

I 

1 

1 

I 

1 

I 

i 

I 

I 

j 

I 


1 


expenditure 

PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  1994-95 

1 1 
j FY  1995-96  | 

FY 

! 

1 FY 

FTA  SEC,  9 
FTA  SEC,  3 
ISTEA  - STP-G 

$129,000 

i ! 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

i 

1 

i 

1 

- CMAQ 

$152,000 

1 1 
1 1 

1 

1 

! 

STATE  TP4D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER:  TSM 

$ 19,751 

1 i 
1 1 
! 1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 I 
1 1 
! ! 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

IaOCAL:  BT 

$ 50,499 

1 1 

1 i 

J ! 

1 

! 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$ 351,250 

.1 1 

1 
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November  14,  1994 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  94  - 95 
of  MTCs  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Telegraph  Ave  Electric  Trolley  Bus  (ETB)  - Phase  1 

3 PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Preliminary  Engineering  and  Design  for  the  Telegraph  Ave  Electric 
Trolley. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (20)  Planning 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY  94-2003;  Appendix  K UP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-1-10 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $ 985,000  CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (20%)  $127,994  TSM 

118,256  Other 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 1,23L^50 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  N/A 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA/CEQA  STATUS:  Study  will  address  environmental  assessment. 

11.  ADDIHONAL  PLANNING  JUSTTFICAHON: 

AC  Transit  conducted  a systems  level  analysis  of  seven  major  transit  corridors  in  1992.  This 
assessment  concluded  that  the  Telegraph  Ave  Corridor  between  UC  Berkeley  and  downtown  Oakland 
was  suitable  for  electric  trolley  service.  This  phase  of  the  project  covers  the  preliminary  design  and 
engineering.  A preliminary  estimate  puts  the  total  cost  of  this  project  at  $20  million. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  November  15,  1994 

Project:  TELEGRAPH-FOOTHILL/ BANCROFT  ELECTRIC  TROLLEY  BUS  (ETB) 

PHASE  1 


Operator;  ALAMEDA- CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 
Initiel  Clearances  Required: 

(Fuirther  clearances  marked  below  with  ”o”) 


! IMPLEMENTATION | 
: SCHEDULE:  I 

FY  1994-95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1995-96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1996-97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1997-98: 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

1 TASK  1 : I 

1 DEVELOP  RFP  j 

XXX 

Itask  2:  1 

I BOARD  approval! 

XX 

1 TASK  3 ; 1 

1 BID  PROCESS  1 

XXX 

I TASK  4 : 

AWARD  CONTRACT 

XX 

|task  5; conduct; 

1 STUDY  1 

xxxxxxxj 

XXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXX 1 

1 1 i 1 I I 

1 1 < I 1 .1 

1 EXPENDITURE  ! 
1 PLAN  (000$) : | 

FY 

1994-95  1 

FY  1995^96 

FY  1 

FY  j 

1 FTA  SEC.  9 ! 

1 FTA  SEC.  3 1 

j ISTEA  - CMAQ  | 

$ 

985,000  1 

i 

I STATE  TP&D  1 

ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER;  TSM  I 

1 1 

$ 

127,994  1 

j LOCAL;  BT  1 

1 1 

$ 

118,256  j 

j TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

$1, 

231,250  1 

(CG: D: \WPD0CS\TIP_95\P0P\TELBNP1A. ALA) 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  BART  Bicycle  Lockers 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Project  is  acquistion  of  approximately  200  new 

bicycle  lockers  which  will  accommodate  400  bikes  at  the  BART  Statins. 
The  new  lockers  will  replace  deteriorated  20-year  old  lockers  and  will 
offer  sucure  stroage  so  that  bicyclists  can  access  the  regional  rail 
system. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 (Stations),  21  (Intermodal  Improvements) 

5.  SRTP/CIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  '94  CIP  43  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $334,960  SOURCE:  TEA 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $84,010  SOURCE:  BART 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $418,700 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) , Categorical  Exclusion  (3) 
CEQA  STATUS:  15302  Class  II  and  15303  Class  III 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 

Project:  BART  Bicycle  Lockers 

Operator:  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

Date:  November  21,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  None 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


i IMPLEMENTATION | 
j SCHEDULE:  j 

FFY  95 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4j 

FFY  96 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

1 

Q4i 

FFY  97 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 

1 

Q4| 

FFY  98 
Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4i 

1 TASK  1:  i 

1 Develop  Spec  \ 

= 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 TASK  2:  j 

1 Award  j 

= j 

= 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 TASK  3:  j 

1 Del.  & Install 

— 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY  95 

1 

1 

j FY 

1 - 

1 

1 

1 FY 
1 

1 

1 

1 FY 
1 

FTA  TEA 
BART 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
BRIDGE  TOLLS 

334,690 

84,010 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

I 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

418,700 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-03 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 

PROJECT  NAME:  Locomotive  Rebuild 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Mid  life  retrofit  of  the  current  fleet  of 

locomotives  (20)  . 

PROJECT  CLASS:  Rolling  Stock 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  64  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $6,695,992  SOURCE: Section  9 

$328,000  SOURCE:ISTEA  STP-D 


7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a  SOURCE:  n/a 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $4,153,398  SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $11,176,390 

9.  PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

1 1 . COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  d65 

b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  1 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  ___  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _______ 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

In  1985,  Caltrans  purchased  18  locomotives  for  use  on  the  CalTrain  system.  Two 
additional  locomotives  were  purchased  in  1987.  The  service  life  of  the  locomotives  is 
expected  to  be  about  25  years.  However,  to  ensure  that  the  locomotives  operate 
efficiently  for  this  period,  the  manufacturer  has  recommended  replacement  or 
rehabilitation  of  most  major  components  at  approximately  mid-life.  Some  of  the 
essential  components  / assemblies  that  will  require  replacement  include  the  power 
assemblies,  turbo  chargers,  traction  motors,  radiators  and  generators. 

A locomotive  rebuild  prototype  is  programmed  to  be  funded  in  FY  94/95  at  a cost  of 
$480,000.  Based  on  findings  associated  with  the  prototype  rebuild,  the  remaining 
locomotives  are  programmed  to  be  rebuilt  over  the  period  1996  through  1997  to 
coincide  with  FTA  replacement  guidelines. 

It  has  been  recommended  that  the  program  should  be  conducted  by  an  off-line 
contractor,  due  to  the  unavailability  of  a suitable  PCJPB  facility  at  the  time  these  units 
must  be  overhauled.  Suffielent  existing  locomotive  fleet  capacity  is  available  (barring 
any  major  problems)  to  support  an  off  line  overhaul  program  without  aquiring  additional 
units. 

It  has  also  been  recommended  that  all  units  should  go  through  an  upgrading  program 
to  Improve  fuel  consumption  and  emmission  reduction  to  comply  with  BAAQMD 
regulations.  An  allowance  of  $15,000  per  unit  has  been  included  to  apply  to  other 
projects  as  may  be  determined  in  joint  reviews  with  operating  personnel.  No  dynamic 
brake  retrofit  has  been  programmed  to  date. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Locomotive  Rebuild. 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  September  23,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 

Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Ql 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY96 

FY97 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

$0 

$3,444,000 

$3,251,992 

ISTEA  STP-D 

$109,000 

$109,000 

$109,000 

Prop. 116 

$50,000 

$2,003,398 

$2,100,000 

Total 

$159,000 

$5,556,398 

$5,460,992 

GRAND  TOTAL 
$11,176,390 
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8. 

9. 

10. 


PROJECT  JUSTinCATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-03 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


OPERATOR: 
PROJECT  NAME: 


Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB) 
Railcar  Rehabilitation 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 
Railcars. 


Mid  life  retrofit  of  the  current  fleet  of 


PROJECT  CLASS: 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


Rolling  Stock 
FY94-02,  page  64 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 


$11,997,600 

$6,417,000 


SOURCE:Section  9 
SOURCE:ISTEA  STP-D 


PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%):  $3,833,377 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $22,247,977 
PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  n/a 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


SOURCE:  n/a 

SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 


COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 


Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 
No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  p65 


Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 


=X_No. 


^ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ^ 


(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  _ 


Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 


^ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ^ 


(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  ^ 
Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 


_No. 


_ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  _ 


(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference  _ 


J 
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12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIHCATION: 

Based  on  recommendations  of  The  Woodside  Consulting  Group,  who  act  as  rail 
consultants  to  the  JPB,  the  JPB  proposes  a heavy  overhaul  program  for  all  trailer  and 
cab  cars  in  its  current  fleet,  accomplishing  one  third  of  the  program  work  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  97/98,  98/99  and  99/00.  This  car  rehabilitation  program  includes  the 
replacement  of  mechanical  and  electrical  components  and  systems  and  the 
refurbishment  of  car  interiors.  In  addition  to  the  rebuild  program,  the  JPB  has 
accelerated  the  previous  Caltrans  program  for  replacing  fogged  windows  in  the  car. 

The  estimated  total  car  rehabilitation  project  cost  is  $23.5  million.  The  JPB  will  seek 
federal  funds  to  pay  for  80  percent  of  the  project  costs  and  will  use  state  and  local 
resources  for  the  required  20  percent  matching  funds. 

The  U.S.  EPA  has  mandated  the  phase  out  of  certain  refridgerants/  coolants 
determined  to  be  destructive  of  the  ozone  layer,  including  R12  freon,  the  refridgerant 
used  in  the  CalTrain  gallery  car  air  conditioning  units.  Thus,  these  air  conditioners  must 
be  converted  to  use  environmentally  acceptable  refridgerants  which  will  be  available  in 
the  future.  In  order  to  operate  with  different  refridgerants,  the  following  air  conditioning 
system  modifications  must  be  carriewd  out  on  a program  basis: 

- Acquire  2 spare  air  conditioning  units,  complete,  to  provide  for  changeout  capability: 

- Replace  expansion  valves  in  all  units; 

- Flush  system  and  dispose  of  the  existing  refridgerant; 

- Recharge  system  with  new  refridgerant. 

The  current  refridgerant  used  in  the  CalTrain  gallery  car  air  conditioning  units  is  likely  to 
be  phased  out  (become  commercially  unavailable  by  1996).  Modification  of  the  existing 
air  conditioners  to  accept  environmentally  approved  refridgerants  will  proove  to  be 
much  more  cost  effective  than  installing  new  systems. 

The  cost  of  the  modifications  are  estimated  to  be  $5,600  per  air  conditioning  unit.  With 
two  units  per  car,  modification  of  the  73  car  fleet  will  cost  an  estimated  $817,600.  Two 
new  units  will  cost  an  estimated  $50,000  each.  Thus  total  program  costs  for  this 
emergency  item  are  estimated  to  be  $917,600.  The  program  is  anticipated  to  be 
completed  over  a two  year  period,  starting  In  FY  1994. 

It  has  been  proposed  that  the  program  be  conducted  by  PCJPB  operating  contractor 
mechanical  forces  at  a PCJPB  maintenance  facility.  Program  expenditures  are  shown 
commencing  in  FY  96/97  to  allow  for  lead  time  for  material  procurement.  Actual 
rehabilitation  work  would  commence  in  FY  97/98.  It  has  been  agreed  to  that  this 
program  is  deferrable  for  up  to  3 years  if  funding  constraints  dictate. 

Seven  cab  cars  will  be  completed  each  year  and  seventeen  trailer  cars  will  be 
completed  in  each  of  the  first  two  years  of  the  program,  with  eighteen  trailer  cars  to  be 
completed  in  the  final  year  of  the  program.  All  twenty  one  cab  cars  will  undergo  a 
modification  project  to  provide  ADA  accessible  lavatories. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Passenger  Car  Rehabilitation. 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  September  26,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Federal  fiscal  year  - October  to  October 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY96 

FY97 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Implementation  Schedule 

FY96 

FY97 

QI 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

QI 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY96 

FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FTA  Section  3 

FT  A Section  9 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$5,983,200 

$6,014,400 

ISTEA  STP-D 

$2,139,000 

$2,139,000 

$2,139,000 

$0 

$0 

Prop. 116 

$277,949 

$277,949 

$277,949 

$1,495,800 

$1,503,600 

Total 

$2,416,949 

$2,416,949 

$2,416,949 

$7,479,000 

$7,518,000 

GRAND  TOTAL 
$22,247,847 
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9. 

10. 


11. 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  95-03 
MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

OPERATOR:  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board  (Caltrain) 

PROJECT  NAME:  Key  Station  Accessibility 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Retrofit  "key"  CalTrain  stations  to  provide 

access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers  in  compliance  with  ADA. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  FY94-02,  page  64  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $550,000  SOURCE:  ISTEA  STP-G  (SF) 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %):  n/a  SOURCE:  nJa 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (H.5%):  $71,469  SOURCE:  Prop.  116  Bond 

TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $621,469 

PRIOR  UMTA  FUNDING:  $9,687,300  (CA-90-X544  and  CA-90-X605). 

ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117(c)(8)(15) 

CEQA  STATUS:  Cal  Admin  Code,  Sec  15301(a)(c) 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 
No.  _X_  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  d65 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of 
the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  1 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  _ Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?  Reference  1 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
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12. 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 


As  required  by  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  Caltrans/JPB  intends  to  retrofit  key  CalTrain  stations 
to  provide  access  to  disabled  and  elderly  passengers.  These  funds  will  be  used  to  supplement  the  prior  funding 
that  has  been  identified  for  ADA  to  undertake  work  at  San  Francisco  stations  and  Hillsdale.  These  funds  were 
awarded  to  the  JPB  through  a scoring  process  administered  by  SF  CM  A. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Key  Station  Accessibility. 

Operator:  JPB 

Date:  September  23,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  n/a 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


Implementation  Schedule 

FY95 

FY96 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Preliminary  Engineering 

X 

Final  Engineering 

X 

X 

Construction/Rehabilitation 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Funding  Sources 

FY95 

FY 

FTA  Section  3 

FTA  Section  9 

ISTEA  STP-G 

$550,000 

Prop. 108 

Prop. 116 

$71,469 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA 

Total 

$621,469 
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DATE;  March  14,  1994 


1 . 
2. 

3 . 

4 . 

5 . 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  FY  1995 
OF  MTC'S  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 


OPERATOR : 

PROJECT  NAME: 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 
PROJECT  CLASS: 


City  Of  Fairfield 
Bus  Rehabilitation 
Rehabilitation  of  4 1982  Buses 
11.14 . 03 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  7-7  Draft  FY  95  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-53 


6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10  . 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: (88 . 5%)  $ 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  (11.5%)  $ 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $ 
PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $ 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 
Codes) 


178,560  ISTEA  STP-G 


23 ,203 


201,763 


-0- 


(Specify  State  and  Federal 


CEQA  STATUS : CA  Exemption  per  CEOA  Guidelines  Section  15301 


NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  Section  771.117.14 
11.  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION  AND  BENEFITS: 


Fairf ield/Suisun  Transit  operates  four  1982  model  Gillig  Phantoms.  This 
past  year  these  units  were  repainted  and  new  floors  installed.  The  next 
phase  of  their  scheduled  rehabilitation  includes  the  replacement  of  the 
drivetrain,  suspension  system,  electrical  components,  destination  signs 
and  other  mechanical  functions.  It  is  anticipated  that  this  work  will 
extend  the  rolling  stock's  useful  life  by  approximately  eight  years,  and 
delay  the  need  to  replace  them  with  new  buses. 
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PROJECT:  Rehabilitation  of  Four  (4)  1982  Buses 

OPERATOR:  City  of  Fairfield 

DATE:  28  November  1994 

INITIAL  CLEARANCES  REQUIRED:  N/A 


Implementation 

Plan: 

FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY96 

Q1  02  03  04 

FY97 

01  02  03  Q 

FY  98 

01  02  03  04 

Preliminary 

Engineering: 

Enviromental: 

Construction/ 

Rehabilitation; 

I Expenditure 
Plan: 

FY95 

FY  96 

FY  97 

FY98 

ISTEA  STP-G 

TDA 

$23,203 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$201,763 

$0 

$0 

$0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
Projects  For  the  1994/95  Fiscal  Year 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Marin  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  bus  stop  turnouts  and  install 
passenger  shelters,  benches,  and  signage  at  various  bus  stops  in 
Marin  County. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  p.  121  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-A-224 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $255,000  SOURCE:  Marin  STPG 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (11.5%):  $33,136  SOURCE:  STA,OP 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $288,136 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.117(d)(9) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code , Section  15302  class  2 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  pd  8.9 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  would  construct  improvements  at  GGT  bus  stops  in  Marin 
County  including  the  C.  Paul  Bettini  San  Rafael  Transportation 
Center  (SRTC)  . This  project  would  also  include  local  street 
improvements  to  improve  bus  operational  safety  such  as  turnouts  and 
intersection  reconstruction  at  and  around  the  SRTC.  Bus  passenger 
amenities  at  bus  stops,  such  as  shelters,  benches  and  informational 
signage,  will  also  be  included  in  this  project. 

This  project  was  selected  by  the  Marin  County  CMA  to  be  included  in 
the  Marin  STP  GUARANTEE  program  for  FY  95  - 97. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  September  1994 

Project:  Marin  Bus  Stop  Improvements 

Operator:  GGBHTD  Initial  Clearances  Required:  Neg.Dec. 

j I j I j IMPLEMENTATION  { 

FY  95  j FY  96  j FY  97  j FY  98  j j SCHEDULE:  | Q1  Q2 

Q3  Q4|  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 j Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 | 


1 TASK  1: Grant  j 
Approval 

0 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  2: Design 
1 1 

* * 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  3:  j 

Neg.  Dec. 

1 1 
0 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  4: 
Permits 

1 1 
0 

1 

1 

1 

j TASK  5:  Bid  j 
& Award 

* 0 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

TASK  6: 
Construct 

1 1 

* * 

1 

1 

. 1 

1 

1 1 1 1 1 

0:  Clearances  and  Approvals 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

EXPENDITURE 

PLAN  (000$):  FY  95  FY  96  FY  97 

1 

FY  98 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

1 1 

1 1 

$255,000 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
RAIL  BONDS 
PCL  BONDS 
OTHER  STATE 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

$ 33,136 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE:  STA 
OPACITY 

1 1 

1 I 

1 1 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$288,136 

1 

1 

1 " I ” ” I " I I 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  pY  1994/95  through FY  1996/97 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replace  Fareboxes/TRANSLINK 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Replace  300  electronic  registering  bus 

fareboxes  purchased  in  1985  and  upgrade  the  existing  manual  ferry  fare 
collection  system  with  TRANS LINK. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  126  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-A-451 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $3,402,000  SOURCE:  CMAQ 

($697,000  programmed  in  FY  1995) 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (20%) : $441,000  SOURCE:  TSM 

($90,571  programmed  in  FY  1995) 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $3,843,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $1,000,000 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NE 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (19) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin.  Code  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

— — No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  8 . 9 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
pro j ect? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  ___________ 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  project? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  are  currently  eqpiipped  with  electronic 
registering  fareboxes  purchased  in  1985.  The  fareboxes  are  scheduled 
for  replacement  in  FY  1996/97.  Golden  Gate  Ferry  terminals  have  manual 
ticketing.  This  project  would  replace  (and  upgrade)  existing  bus  and 
ferry  fare  collection  systems  with  TRANSLINK  "universal  ticket" 
technology.  This  stored  value,  magnetic  stripe  ticket  and  ticket 
vending/validating  system  is  being  developed  and  tested  by  MTC  with  the 
cooperation  of  BART  and  CCCTA.  Further  development  and  testing  will  be 
conducted  with  AC  Transit  and  MUNI.  The  AC  Transit  application  has  been 
designed  to  produce  technology  that  can  be  used  throughout  the  SF  Bay 
area.  Golden  Gate  would  acquire  the  TRANSLINK  system  after  a successful 
demonstration  at  AC  Transit  in  FY  1994/95  anf  MUNI  in  FY  1995/96. 

TRANSLINK' s purpose  is  to  enable  the  use  of  a single  fare  instrument, 
the  stored  value  ticket,  for  travel  throughout  the  region.  Because  of 
the  complex  nature  of  Golden  Gate's  fare  structure  (ten  distance  based 
fare  zones  with  travel  possible  within  and  between  all  zones  at 
different  fares  with  provisions  for  3 types  of  discounted  rides)  only  a 
programmable  "smart"  fare  collection  system  can  meet  Golden  Gate's  fare 
control  needs  as  well  as  meeting  the  need  for  a regional  travel  fare 
instrument.  If  the  TRANSLINK  project  is  not  funded  and  implemented, 
regional  fare  coordination  with  the  Golden  Gate  system  would  have  to 
rely  on  a proliferation  of  nonuniform  tickets,  transfers,  passes  and 
other  fare  instruments  which  will  be  costly  to  manage  and  confusing  and 
inconvenient  for  the  passenger.  Regional  travel  via  public  transit  will 
be  discouraged. 

A 1993  estimate  by  MTC  of  the  per  unit  cost  of  TRANSLINK  vehicle  based 
equipment  was  $7,000.  About  300  units  will  be  required  by  Golden  Gate 
Transit  bus.  In  addition,  bus  yard  and  ferry  terminal  based  fare  and 
ancillary  equipment  and  office  based  system  administration  and  auditing 
equipment  will  be  needed.  The  total  cost  of  TRANSLINK  installation 
throughout  the  Golden  Gate  service  area  is  estimated  to  be  about  $3.8 
million  in  FY  1996/97. 

The  project  schedule  is  predicated  on  the  need  to  replace  existing 
fareboxes  by  the  end  of  their  service  life  in  FY  1996/97.  The  schedule 
is  also  affected  by  the  successful  development  and  availability  of  the 
TRANSLINK  technology  by  or  before  that  year.  Implementation  of 
TRANSLINK  would  likely  be  phased  in  over  one  year  as  the  new  fare  system 
would  gradually  replace  the  old  one  with  short  periods  of  parallel 
operation. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Replace  Fareboxes/TRANSLINK 
Operator:  GGBHTD 
Date:  September,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  NE 


(Further  clearances 
1 

marked  below 
1 

with 

"o") 

, 

IMPLEMENTATION | 

FY96 

FY97 

1 

FY98 

1 

FY99 

SCHEDULE : 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4j  Q1  Q2 

Q3 

Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

Q4 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1:  Grant 
Approval 

1 

I 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1. 

1 

1 

. 1. 

TASK  2:  Bid 
Specs 

1 

I 

1 

* 

1 

* 

1 

1 

. 1. 

TASK  3:  Bid 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

. . 1. 

* * 

i 

1 

. 1. 

TASK  4:  Award 
Contract 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

0 

i 

1 

_ -1. 

TASK  5 : 
Install 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

* 

* 

1 

* * 

I i”  “ “ ~ I " ” ” ”i 


I I I 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY96 

1 

FY97 

! 

1 

1. 

FY98 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

$3,402,000 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

$441,000 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

. 1. 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

$3,843,000 

I “ I " “ ~ I ~ I I 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR;  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Automated  Bus  Scheduling/Operations  Data  Base 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Purchase  and  install  software  and  hardware 
for  computer  based  scheduling/ operations  data  system. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Data  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  page  121  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-A-451 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $600,000  SOURCE:  CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (11.5%):  $77,966  SOURCE:  TSM 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $677,966 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  $50,000  Section  8 design  study 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.117(c)  #19 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal . Admin . Code , Section  15302  class  II 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  on  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

No.  X Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  8 , 9 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  or  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
projects? 

X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference 

) 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract 
for  the  above  named  project? 

X No.  Yes;  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of 
these  impediments?  Reference  ) 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private 
sector  regarding  this  project? 
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X No.  _______  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 

) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

District  staff  developed  specifications  for  an  automated  bus 
scheduling  and  bus  operations  database  system  with  FTA  Section  8 
funds  allocated  by  MTC.  This  computer  based  system  would  create  a 
bus  schedule  database  which  would  be  linked  via  Local  Area  Network 
to  dispatching,  timekeeping,  public  information,  planning  and 
auditing  functions.  The  current  manual  system  would  be  replaced 
and  significantly  enhanced.  Enhancements  include  more  cost 
effective  run  cutting;  more  efficient  schedule  document 
preparation,  distribution  and  revision;  reduction  of  paperwork  and 
waste;  improved  real  time  operations  interface;  fewer  timekeeping 
errors;  improved  service  planning  and  reporting;  and  ability  to 
link  to  a regional  trip  planning  database.  The  project  would 
purchase  or  develop  the  necessary  software,  hardware  and  training 
to  fully  implement  the  new  system. 

This  project  may  improve  the  cost  effectiveness  of  several  internal 
bus  division  functions  and  reduce  bus  operating  expenses  by 
$100,000  to  $500,000  per  year.  It  would  also  provide  unmeasured 
benefits  to  District  service  planning  and  public  information  and 
MTC  regional  service  coordination  and  trip  planning.  These 
benefits  would  not  be  achieved  by  any  other  means  besides  this 
project. 

The  project  would  be  implemented  in  phases  beginning  with  the 
programming,  procurement  and  installation  of  the  basic  scheduling 
and  operating  system  in  FY's  1994/95  and  1995/96  and  ending  with 
the  programmimg,  procurement  and  installation  of  peripheral  systems 
in  FY  1996/97. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  Automated  Bus  Scheduling/Operations  Data  Base 

Operator:  GGBHTD 

Date:  September,  1994 

Initial  Clearances  Required:  none 
(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 

SCHEDULE: 


FY  94 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY  97 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


TASK  1: 

Design  System 


* * * * 


TASK  2: 

Grant  Approval 


TASK  3: 
Programmimg 


* * * * 


* * * * 


TASK  4: 
Procurement 


* * * * 


* * * * 


TASK  5: 
Installation 


* * * * 


* * * * 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$)  : 


FY  94 


FY  95 


FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY: 


TOTAL  FUNDS 


$200,000 


$ 26,000 


$200,000 


$ 26,000 


$200,000 


$ 25,966 


$226,000 


$226,000 


$225,966 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
Projects  For  FY  1994/95 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  GGBHTD 

2.  PROJECT  NAKE;  San  Rafael  Transit  center  Park  and  Ride  Lot 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Construct  a park  and  rids  lot  on  land  adjacent 

to  the  existing  San  Rafael  Transit  Center. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  Passenger  Parking  Facilities 

5.  1992  SKIP  PAGE  P^FERENCE:  page  76  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  III-A-26 , 32 , 49 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING;  ?400,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  ICATCH  (20%) : $100,000  SOURCE:  STA,OP,  Other  Local 
and  state 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $500,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIROKHENTAL  DCCU34ENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS;  (NR) 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  cfr  771.117(c)(8) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal .Admin. Code,  Section  15303  class  III 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECl'OR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 

(PLEASE  COMPLETE  FOR  ANNUAL  ELEMENT  PROJECTS  ONLY) : 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  cn  this 
project  as  set  forth  in  your  adopted  policy? 

___  No.  X yes:  SRT?  Page  Reference  pp.  31-33 


b.  Were  proposals  received  from  the  private  sector  to  operate, 
construct,  cr  otherwise  provide  all  or  part  of  the  above  named 
project? 

— X No.  Yss;  SRTP  Pag©  Reference  

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated?  Reference  ) 


c.  Are  there  impedinencs  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the 
above  named  project? 

X No.  _ Yes;  SRT?  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  che  impact  of  these 
impediments?  Reference  ) 
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d.  Have  you  received  any  fonnal  complaints  from  the  private  sector 
regarding  this  pro'ject? 


X No.  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  have  the  complaints  been  addressed?  Reference 
) 


12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  District,  City  of  San  Rafael,  and  Marin  County  completed  work  on  a 
new  multi-agency  bus  facility  in  downtown  San  Rafael  designed  to  prenote 
transfers  between  Golden  Gate  Transit  local  and  regional  buses,  the 
regional  transit  serv'ices  of  creyhoxind,  local  paratransit  services  of 
Whlstlestop  Wheels,  airporter  buses  and  taxis.  The  San  Rafael  Transit 
Center  (SRTC)  is  the  focal  point  of  public  transit  service  in  Central 
Marin  County.  Commuter  parking,  about  185  spaces,  is  currently 
available  on  three  parcels  of  state  land  under  the  Highway  101  viaduct. 
These  lots  are  from  1 to  3 blocks  away  from  the  transit  center.  The 
lots  are  filled  to  capacity  on  weekdays. 

As  originally  conceived  in  1952,  this  project  would  have  constructed  45C 
park  and  ride  spaces  on  a 2.5  acre  parcel  of  land  owned  by  the  City  of 
San  Rafael  across  Second  Street  from  the  transit  center.  The  City 
currently  uses  the  land  for  a corporation  yard,  but  desires  to  enhance 
the  use  of  the  property  through  redevelopment.  At  grade  commuter 
parking  is  an  acceptable  interim  use  of  the  land  pending  joint 
development  of  an  integrated  commercial-public  parking  facility.  More 
recent  conceptual  parking  layouts  have  reduced  the  number  of  surface 
spaces  to  300  - 350.  A land  exchange  between  the  District  and  the  City 
of  San  Rafael  is  proposed.  The  District  owns  two  parcels  ef  land 
adjacent  to  its  central  bus  facility  in  San  Rafael  which  could  be 
combined  to  provide  a suitable  sits  for  the  City's  corporation  yard.  A 
two  acre  parcel  is  undeveloped.  The  otJher  1.5  acre  parcel  is  used  as  a 
commuter  parking  lot.  Exchange  of  this  property  for  the  City  property 
is  subject  to  Federal  Transit  Authority  (FTAJ  approval.  FTA  has 
notified  the  District  that  it  would  consider  the  exchange.  The  District 
and  City  continue  to  work  cooperatively  toward  an  agreemant  for  the 
exchange  of  property  and  the  construction  cf  a commuter  parking  lot  at 
the  SRTC. 
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IMPLEMSNTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  Noveiaber  14,  1994 

Project:  SRTC  Par}c  and  Ride  Lot 

Operator;  GGBHTD 


Initial  clearances  Required:  none 


j IMPLEMENTATION  I FY  95  1 

1 SCHEDULE:  j Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

! FY  96  j 

Q1  Q2  C3  Q4 

FY  97  ! FY  98 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j  Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

I TASK  l: Grant  j 0 

1 Approval  j 

1 

1 

I 

1 

i 

! TASK  2jLand  j * * 

1 Exchange  j 

j 

..  ___l 

1 TASK  3J  1 

I Prepare  Lot  j 

A 

1 

1 

1 

i i 

j TASK  4: Build  \ 

Park&Ride  Lot 

1 1 

‘ * *1 

1 

1 1 

1 1 

1—  1 

O;  Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE 

1 

1 i 1 

1 1 j 

PLAN  (000$) ; 

FY  95 

FY  96  j FY  97  j FY  SS 

UMTA  SEC.  9 

i ; 

UMTA  SEC.  3 

! 1 

OTHER  FED. 

$400,000  j j 

STATE  TP&D 

1 i 

1 < 

ARTICLE  XIX 

1 i 

J t 

RAIL  BONDS 

1 i 

1 

PCL  BONDS 

i i 

OTHER  STATE 

1 1 1 

1 I 1 

LOCAL  FUNDS 

$100,000  ! i ! 

SOURCE:  STA 

i 1 1 

0? 

' 

PRrVATE 

1 

i I 1 

i - - i I -.  1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1 

1 

$500,000  j 1 1 

1 1 
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♦Carryover  to  FY  1994/1995 

PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1993/1994* 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Transit  Center 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  New  transit  center  to  improve  safety  and 

passenger  amenities 

4 . PROJECT  CLASS : 6 Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-6  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING : $579 , 000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  (10%):$97,000  SOURCE:  TSM 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (13%)  : $141 , 300  SOURCE:  TDA/AB434 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $817,300 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (d)  (10) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15303 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Qyervigw 

LAVTA  plans  to  build  a new  transit  center  on  the  east  side  of  downtown 
Livermore  on  a site  contributed  by  the  City  of  Livermore.  This  center 
will  replace  the  present  on  street  transfer  point  at  Valley  Memorial 
Hospital  in  Livermore.  This  project  will  significantly  increase 
passenger  safety  by  eliminating  the  current  on  street  transfers.  It 
will  also  improve  transit  interoperator  coordination  by  providing  a 
central  facility  where  passengers  can  transfer  between  Wheels,  BART, 
Amtrak  feeder  buses  and  a possible  future  Altamont  Pass  commuter  rail 
seirvice. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  TRANSIT  CENTER 

Operator:  LIVERMORE /AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
Date:  10/10/94 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


IMPLEMENTATION 
SCHEDULE : 

FY  1994/95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 - - - 1 - --  - 
FY  1995/96]  FY  j FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

TASK  1:  HIRE 
DESIGN  CNSLT 

X 

1 1 
1 1 

TASK  2:PREPRE 
DESIGN  SPECS 

1 1 

i 1 

X 1 1 

1 _ _ _ 1 __ 

TASK  3:SOLICT 
BIDS  FOR  CONS 

1 1 

1 1 

X 1 i 

1 __ 

TASK  4: BEGIN 
& CMPLTE  CONS 

X 1 1 

1 - 1 __  __ 

EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY94/95 

1 - - 
1 

FY95/96  1 FY 

1 

FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STP 

$579  1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

$ 97  1 

TCI 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 

$25.5 

1 

1 

1 

1 

SPECIFY:  TDA 

$15 . 8 

$100  1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$41.3 

■ 1 

$776  1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Bus  Pullouts 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  On  the  street  pullouts  to  improve  bus 

operations . 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  6 Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-7  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING : $150 , 450  SOURCE:  STP 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %)  : SOURCE: 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (11.5  %):$20,000  SOURCE:  TDA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $170,450 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117  (c) (8) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15303 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Bus  pullouts  help  the  system  maintain  on-time  performance  and  improve 
safety  for  passengers  boarding  and  alighting  onto  smooth  concrete. 

Specific  planned  locations  of  bus  pullouts  are  described  in  chapter  8 
of  the  draft  SRTP. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  BUS  PULLOUTS 

Operator:  LIVERMORE /AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
Date:  10/10/94 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  ”o") 


I IMPLEMENTATION 
I SCHEDULE : 


FY  1994/95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4l 


FY  1995/96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 


I TASK  1:  HIRE 
DESIGN  CNSLT 


I TASK  2:PREPRE 
! DESIGN  SPECS 


I TASK  3:SOLICT 
I BIDS  FOR  CONS 

I 

I TASK  4: BEGIN 
& CMPLTE  CONS 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$) : 

FY94/95 

FY95/96 

1 

1 

FY  1 FY 

1 

FTA  SEC.  9 
FTA  SEC.  3 
FAU/FAI 
OTHER  FED. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STP 

$150 

1 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
PROP  108  BOND 
PROP  116  BOND 
FCR 

STAT/LCL  PART 
OTHER  STATE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS 
STA  (OP) 

STA  (REG) 
LOCAL  FUNDS 
SPECIFY:  TDA 

$15 

$ 5 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$15 

$150 

1 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


1.  OPERATOR:  LIVERMORE  AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Translink 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Retrofit  buses  to  translink  fare  collection 

system. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  12  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  9-7  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: $354 , 000 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  ( %)  : 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (11.5  %):$46,000 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $400,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 


SOURCE:  CMAQ 
SOURCE: 
SOURCE:  TDA 


NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771 . 117 (c) ( 17 ) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

LAVTA  will  be  participating  in  the  region  wide  translink  program  which 
allows  passengers  to  use  one  ticket  for  both  bus  and  BART  trips.  This 
project  is  timed  to  coincide  with  the  opening  of  the  BART  extension. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project:  TRANSLINK 

Operator:  LIVERMORE /AMADOR  VALLEY  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
Date:  10/10/94 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


! IMPLEMENTATION \ 
1 SCHEDULE:  \ 

FY  1994/95 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4j 

FY  1995/961 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 | 

FY 

Q1  Q2 

1 

1 

Q3  Q4| 

FY 

Q1  Q2  Q3 

1 lO  1 

1 1 

\ TASK  1:  ! 

[ RECEIVE  SPECS [ 

1 1 _ 

1 

1 

1 

X ! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

i TASK  2:  | 

j SOLICIT  BIDS  j 

1 _ I 

1 

1 

1 

X 1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

j TASK  3:  j 

! REVIEW  BIDS  i 
1 1 . 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



1 

1 

1 

X ! 

_ 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

! TASK  4:  j 

! AWARD & DELIVER! 

1 1 _ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 . 

1 

1 

1 

X j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

EXPENDITURE  ! 
PLAN  (000$):  j 

1 

FY94/95 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FY95/96 

1 

1 

1 FY 

1 

1 

1 FY 

FTA  SEC.  9 j 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 ! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FAU/FAI  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  FED . | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CMAQ/STP  1 

1 

1 

$354 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STATE  TP&D  i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

ARTICLE  XIX  ! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PROP  108  BONDI 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

PROP  116  BONDj 

1 

1 

1 

1 

FCR  1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STAT/LCL  PARTI 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

OTHER  STATE  | 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (OP)  I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

STA  (REG)  1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS  | 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

SPECIFY:  TDA  | 
_ 1 

$46 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

$46 

1 

1 

1 

$354 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR;  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Light  Rail  Vehicle/Purchase 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  purchase  of  8 expansion  cars  and  the 
phased  replacement  of  the  entire  fleet  of  128  Boeing-Vertol  light  rail  vehicles,  due  to  the  excessive 
maintenance  requirements  of  the  car.  In  order  to  allow  delivery  ahead  of  payment  schedule, 
financing  may  be  required. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vehicle  Purchase 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  9 - 13  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-84  & 86 


6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING; 

$ 3,271,000 

Regional  STP 

12,600,000 

STP  SWAP 

4,514,000 

CMAQ 

7. 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

$1,324,449 

8. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  FUNDING; 

$1,324,449 

9. 

TOTAL  PROGRAM  COST; 

$493,692,178 

10. 

PRIOR  FUNDING 

$156,155,685 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS;  NEPA  STATUS;  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  CFR  771.117(c)(18).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to 
the  State  EIR  Guidelines  Section  15301. Categorical  Exclusion  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
Section  15275. 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION; 

The  deficiencies  of  the  Boeing  Vertol  LRV’s  are  well  documented.  LRV  availability  is  a continuing 
concern  despite  the  enormous  investment  in  retrofit  modifications.  The  Municipal  Railway  has  been 
engaged  in  heroic  measures  to  keep  the  Boeing  fleet  in  service.  Maintenance  of  the  Boeing  cars 
requires  twice  the  industry  standard  in  order  to  support  current  service  levels.  Mean  miles  between 
defect  is  averaging  2,000  miles,  which  is  one-fifth  of  the  expected  standard. 

FT  A reduced  the  remaining  useful  life  of  the  Boeing  LRVs  to  less  than  the  industry  standard 
because  of  its  unique  maintenance  requirements.  The  MBTA  has  already  fully  retired  their  Boeing 
LRVs  and  negotiated  with  FTA  the  amount  of  early  retirement  payback.  The  decision  to  replace 
MUNI’S  Boeing  fleet  is  in  concert  with  an  FTA  useful  life  standard  of  15  years  for  the  Boeing 
LRV. 
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In  order  to  be  assured  of  v^icle  availability  throughout  the  last  half  of  the  decade,  a financial  plan 
for  replacing  the  fleet  will  be  completed  by  1994.  Due  to  the  lead  time  on  vehicle  procurement,  and 
the  need  to  preserve  capital  eligibility  for  future  reimbursements,  MUNI  wishes  to  request  a LONP 
or  a Multi-Year  Funding  Agreement  in  FY95.  The  replacement  costs  reflect  MUNI's  recent  bid 
experience  and  include  the  cost  of  debt  financing.  The  costs  include:  8-1/2%  sales  tax;  inspection, 
acceptance  and  delivery  charges;  spare  parts;  fareboxes;  AVL  and  train  control  equipment;  on-board 
cab  signals;  testing  and  radios. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 


BEGIN 


COMPLETE 


FIRST  PHASE 

1.  Manufacturer  Engineering 

2.  Prototype  Fabrication 

3.  Prototype  Arrival  & Testing 

4.  Delivery  of  Production  Vehicles 


02/01/92 

02/01/93 

10/01/93 

10/01/94 


01/31/93 

09/30/93 

05/31/94 

09/30/95 


SECOND  PHASE 


1.  Specification  Development 

3.  Manufacturer  Engineering 

4.  Prototype  Fabrication 


02/01/95 

02/01/96 

02/01/97 

10/01/97 

08/01/98 


07/31/95 

01/31/97 

09/30/97 

03/31/98 

12/31/99 


5.  Prototype  Arrival  & Testing 

6.  Delivery  of  Production  Vehicles 
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PRO.TECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Trolley  Coach  Purchase 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  Muni  will  continue  the  phased  replacement  of  its  Flyer  trolley  coach 
fleet.  These  funds  will  be  used  as  partial  funding  for  the  standard  coach  procurement. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New  or  Used  Revenue  Vdiicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  33-37  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-86 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $4,800,000  Regional  STP 


11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  771.117(c)(17).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to 
the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15302(c). 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIHCATION: 

The  Municipal  R^way's  trolley  coaches  carry  325,000  daily  passengers,  nearly  half  of  Muni's 
passengers,  or  roughly  one-fifth  of  the  region's  ridership.  The  fleet  of  345  Flyer  standard-sized 
trolley  coaches  was  acquired  in  a single  purchase  in  1975.  The  Muni  Fleet  Plan  proposes  that 
most  of  the  existing  trolley  fleet  be  replaced  with  standard-sized  coaches  (90  Articulated  and  235 
Standards).  Adoption  of  ^e  ADA  has  accelerated  the  demand  for  accessible  standard  trolleys. 
The  fleet  plan  has  been  modified  to  reflect  this  change  to  the  timing  and  mix  of  the  overall  trolley 


The  Municipal  Railway  STP  recommends  the  phased  replacement  of  the  trolley  fleet  throughout 
the  1990's.  The  first  purchase  of  60  articulat^  trolley  coaches  in  1992  permitted  dq)loyment  of 
these  vdiicles  into  revenue  service  in  1994.  The  articulated  trolley  purchase  and  the  facility 
changes  at  Potrero,  which  were  necessary  to  house  the  coaches,  were  funded  separately.  The  first 
90  articulated  trolley  coaches  will  be  housed  at  Potrero  Division. 

Both  Muni  and  FTA  expect  that  the  trolleys  buses  will  have  an  average  useful  life  of  18  years. 
The  Muni  fleet  plan  provides  for  the  phased  replacement  of  the  345-coach  Flyer  fleet  over  a ten- 
year  period.  This  is  a practical  approach  that  allows  for  an  incremental,  small-scale  renewal  of 
vehicles.  It  also  recognizes  limitations  of  Municipal  Railway  financial  and  staff  resources  as 
capital  funds  are  not  sufficient  to  replace  the  entire  Flyer  fleet  by  1994.  Given  the  above,  the 
r^lacement/retirement  schedule  is  as  follows  (keeping  in  mind  that  the  numbers  may  change 
somewhat  by  the  time  the  coaches  are  ordered  because  of  changing  ridership  patterns): 
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12,099,000  STP  SWAP 


7.  PROPOSED  STATE  TCI  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  PROGRAM  COST: 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING: 


$1,097,960 

$1,097,960 

$19,094,915 

$85,595,590 


fleet. 


1994  : receive  60  new  artics  - retire  70  Flyer  standards 

1995  : purchase  30  new  artics  - retire  30  Flyer  standards 

1996  : purchase  235  new  standards  - retire  235  Flyer  standards 

All  new  coaches  will  meet  ADA  requirements  and  have  accessible  features  such  as  wheelchair  lifts, 
kneelers,  and  ADA-compliant  signage.  The  cost  of  the  coaches  is  based  upon  recent  bids  and  is 
shown  in  escalated  dollars.  The  coaches  will  feature  extra-wide  doors  and  heavy-duty  suspension. 
The  cost  estimates  include  8.5%  sales  tax;  financing  costs;  commissioning,  inspection,  acceptance, 
and  delivery  expenses;  spare  parts;  and  the  installation/replacement  of  fareboxes,  AVL  equipment, 
and  radios. 


PROJECT  SCHEDULE 


TASKS 


BEGIN 


COMPLETE 


FIRST  PHASE  - Artics 

1.  Prototype  Testing 

2.  Production  Vehicle  Delivery 


08/01/92 

11/01/93 


07/01/93 

06/30/94 


SECOND  PHASE  - Artics 


1.  Specification  Development 

2.  Bid  & Award 

3.  Prototype  Testing 

4.  Production  Vehicle  Delivery 


05/01/93 

10/01/94 

09/01/95 

03/01/96 


09/30/94 

03/31/95 

12/31/95 

06/30/96 


THIRD  PHASE  - Standards 


1.  Specification  Development 

2.  Bid  & Award 

3.  Prototype  Testing 

4.  Production  Vehicles  Delivered 


05/01/94 

10/01/94 

09/01/95 

05/01/96 


09/30/94 

03/31/95 

12/31/95 

07/31/97 
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pi^pfFrT  TtJSTlFTCATlON  WOJBK?HSSX 


OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

project  NAME:  Trolley  ReconsirucUon,  Various  Locations 

-p-  nFcrRIPT^ON'  This  is  an  ongoing  program  to  replace  deteriorated  sections  of  the  trolley 

separately.  Priority  emphasis  for  the  next  three  years  mcludes  major  portions  of  the 
1-  CALLFORNLA,  A-SOTTER  and  the  6-FARNASSUS  trolley  bus  Imes. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (5)  Power  Generation  and  Distcibuuon  Facilities 

SRTP  FACE  REFERENCE:  C.I.F,  pp.  U9  - 123  TO  PAGE  REFERENCE:  I-54S  i 86 

• t e-fo  ($418,000  STP-D, 

PROPOSED  FEDEP.ALSTP  FUNDING:  540  <^  ?4I?Q  $458,000  STP-G) 


PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  FUNDING: 
TOTAL  ANNUAL  PROGRAM  COST: 


92,000  TCI 
$92,000  SFMRIC 
SL600.0CO 


FRIOR  FUNDING'  The  reconstruction  of  the  trolley  overhead  system  has  bean  an  oj^oing 

1978.  FTA,  the  Califcrnia  Treespertetion  Ccn»««ion  er4.  ±e  Heteh  Eetchy  Power 
^fecThave  previously  provided  me  Sulk  of  matching  funds  for  cus  e«iv:ty. 

CKvrenMMFNTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS;  NEPA  STATUS:  CuKgorica!  Ewlus:or. 
pu«S1f  CEQA  STATUS:  Negative  Declaration  finalised  1978. 

ADOmONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

In  1978  the  Muricica!  Railwav  began  a muiti-year  effort  to  rehabilitate  its  eeteusive  trol%  ween 

maintenance  costs,  and  increase  system  reliability. 

The  reconaruaicn  work  cousUtt  of  Ute  repleoement 

";iround7ua^^^^^^^ 

^et?  n»m^ra^  nto X project  urogram.  The  measure  responds  ro  me  a.ys  Compr.h:^ve  Muster 
PUn  SS  cTls  fdr  the  removal  of  redundant  street  furniture  in  oiuer  to  taprove  prfestr^ 
circulation.  The  new  construction  and  recomlracuon  work  wd!  oe  upgruued  to  memde  Imiufk  - 
wUl  provide  a more  reliable  system  with  regards  to  opet3ti°^  and  rMmienMCv_  . . . 

recoMtruction  of  portions  of  the  1-CAUFORIsTA.  4-SLTTER  and  6-PARNASSUS  lm.s. 
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TROLLEY  OVERHEAD  RFCONSTRUCTION  IMPLEMEXIATION  SCHEMX 


COMPLETE  WORK 


Negarive  Deslaration 

November  1977 

March  1978 

Overhead  Siavey 

December  1985 

October  1986 

Detailed  Design  - 1 CALIFORNIA 
Bld/Award  - 1 CALIFORNIA 
Construction  - 1 CALIFORNIA 

November  1994 
July  1995 
November  1995 

June  1995 
October  1995 
October  1995 

Detailed  Design  - 4 SUTTER 
Bid/Award  - 4 SUTTER 
Construction  - 4 SUTTER 

July  1995 
January  1996 
May  1996 

December  1995 
April  1996 
December  1996 

Detailed  Desigt  - 6 PARNASSUS 
Bid/ Award  - 6 PARNASSUS 
Constrjctioft  - 6 PARNASSUS 

January  1996 
September  1996 
January  1997 

August  1996 
December  1996 
December  1997 

j;\de&\Mp\gfarts\f=£i'<.;usajiea3«a\'vorkA!.do<;j^." 
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PROTECT  .JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Rail  Replacement  Program 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and  replacement  of  the 
rail  system  serving  the  cable  car  and  light  rail  system, 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way;  (8)  Operating  Yards  and  Station 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  109  - 115  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-86 


6. 

PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

$3,000,000 

STPSWAP 

$1,770,000 

Regional  STP 

7. 

PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

$230,000 

State  TSM 

$194,915 

State  TCI 

8. 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  FUNDING: 

$194,915 

Sales  Taxes 

9. 

TOTAL  ANNUAL  PROGRAM  COST: 

5,230,000 

10. 

PRIOR  FUNDING 

1,000,000 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  CFR  771.117(c)(18).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to 
the  State  EIR  Guidelines  Section  15301. 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  rail  replacement  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and  construction  of  a number  of 
locations  throughout  the  MUNI  system.  Three  intersections  are  currently  being  designed  and  one 
more  is  under  construction.  The  initial  emphasis  is  to  complete  the  design  and  construction  for 
the  following  intersections  and  then  begin  to  design  the  larger  M-OCEANVIEW  and  K- 
INGLESIDE  segments: 

Ninth  Avenue  & Irving  Street 

All  trackway  inbound  and  outbound  in  this  intersection  is  worn  beyond  repair  and  needs 
replacement.  The  wear  causes  increased  chance  of  derailment  which,  in  this  congested 
intersection,  could  result  in  extensive  injury  and  damage.  This  intersection  design  will  be 
completed  in  the  spring  of  1995,  Construction  funding  is  dependent  on  the  award  of  these  funds. 
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Carl  ^ CQ>g  Streets 

All  curved  tracks  on  both  inbound  and  outbound  N-Line  trains  require  replacement  due  to 
deterioration  and  wear  of  the  rail.  The  wear  causes  increased  chance  of  derailment  which,  in  this 
congested  intersection,  could  result  in  extensive  injury  and  damage.  This  intersection  design  will 
be  completed  in  the  spring  of  1995.  Construction  funding  is  dependent  on  the  award  of  these 
funds. 

19th  Avenue  & Junipero  Serra  Boulevard 

The  inbound  and  outbound  tracks  for  the  M-Line  at  the  19th  Avenue  and  Junipero  Serra 
Boulevard  intersection  need  replacement.  The  tracks  are  worn  and  are  difficult  to  replace  because 
they  are  located  on  State  Highway  1.  The  tracks  will  be  replaced  during  off-hours  (i.e.  evenings). 
The  constrcution  work  isbeing  performed  as  part  of  the  19th  Avenue  Improvement  Project  since 
the  M-Line  will  be  shut  down  during  construction. 

Broad  & Orizaba  Streets 

All  curved  tracks  on  both  inbound  and  outbound  M-Line  trains  require  replacement  due  to 
deterioration  and  wear  of  the  rail.  The  wear  causes  increased  chance  of  derailment  which,  in  this 
congested  intersection,  could  result  in  extensive  injury  and  damage.  This  intersection  design  will 
be  completed  in  the  spring  of  1995.  Construction  funding  is  dependent  on  the  award  of  these 
funds. 

M-OCEAN  VIEW  & K-INGLESIDE  Rerailing 

Much  of  these  routes  have  worn  rail.  Design  work  will  be  coordinated  with  other  City 
departments  infrastruction  renewal.  A single  procurement  contract  will  be  sought  for  the  running 
raU  for  both  jobs  as  a long  lead  item.  Completion  of  design  and  purchase  of  long  lead  material  is 
dependent  on  the  award  of  these  funds. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR;  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME;  F-MARKET  Streetcar  Line  and  Market  Street  Transit  Thoroughfare 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  replacement  of  worn  trackage  along  sections  of 
Market  Street  and  construction  of  new  trackage  along  additional  sections  of  Market  Street.  The  work  is 
being  done  in  five  phases. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  163-166  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  n/a 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING;  $3,838,492  STP  SWAP 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH;  . $498,787 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  COST:  $4,337,279 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING: 

1 1 . ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Market  Street  has  traditionally  had  intensive  public  transit  services,  historically  focused  on  streetcar 
operations.  Rail  cars  ran  on  Market  Street  for  122  years  prior  to  their  removal  in  1980,  making  it  the 
longest  continuously  operated  rail  service  on  a main  street  anywhere  in  the  United  States. 

A decision  was  made  in  1968  to  eliminate  most  transit  services  from  Market  Street  based  upon  a plan 
which  envisioned  the  underground  MUNI  Metro  as  an  upgraded  replacement  service.  However,  between 
1965  and  1985  approximately  35  million  square  feet  of  office  space  was  added  in  the  downtown  area,  the 
downtown's  retail  core  flourished,  and  tourism  continued  to  grow.  Five  years  after  opening,  MUNI 
Metro  was  carrying  twice  the  daily  ridership  (135,000  vs.  70,000)  carried  by  earlier  streetcars,  and 
cannot  presently  accommodate  additional  trips  during  peak  periods. 

As  a result  of  this  growth,  community  pressure  to  retain  Market  Street  transit  resulted  in  a series  of  local 
legislative  reversals  to  the  1968  plan.  Renewed  interest  was  stirred  to  retain  streetcar  service  on  Market 
Street  in  the  summer  of  1983  when  an  "Historic  Trolley  Festival"  was  held,  operating  historic  streetcars 
between  the  upper  Market  area  and  the  Transbay  Terminal.  Community  support  for  streetcars  on  Market 
Street  has  grown  over  the  years.  That  support  led  to  the  F-MARKET  project. 
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This  project  will  reconstruct  worn  track  and  construct  new  trackage  and  overiiead  wires  along  Market 
Street  from  Castro  to  Steuart,  which  will  enable  the  operation  of  r^abilitated  PCC  stre«cars  along 
Market  Street.  Phases  1 and  2 of  the  project  were  completed  in  1989,  and  included  reconstruction  of 
trackage  and  reaving  of  the  street  area  between  Fremont  and  1 1th  Street;  installation  of  permanent, 
wider  boarding  islands;  realignment  of  curbs  adjacent  to  die  islands;  and  completion  of  the  Market 
Street  Beautification  Project.  Phases  3 and  4 include  street  reconstruction,  overhead  wire  modifications, 
and  new  boarding  islands  between  Eleventh  & Ducoce;  restoration  of  trackway  and  boarding  islands, 
and  assorted  overhead  wire  modifications  from  Duboce  to  Castro;  and  construction  of  a western 
terminus  at  Market  and  Castro  Streets.  Phase  3 is  being  closed  out  and  Phase  4 is  under  construction. 

The  F-MARKET  Streetcar  service  will  fully  comply  with  ADA  requirements.  Phases  1 and  2,  whidi 
are  already  completed,  will  provide  Key  Station  access  for  persons  with  disabilities.  Phases  3 and  4, 
which  are  new  construction,  will  provide  full  accessibility. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  SAN  FRANCISCO  MUNICIPAL  RAILWAY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  RAIL  MAINTENANCE  EQUIPMENT  and  FIXED  FACILITY  WORK 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  replacement  and  purchase  of  non-revenue 
and  fixed  guideway  maintenance  equipment.  Installation  of  equipment  and  modifications  of  facilities  in 
order  to  operate  and  house  the  equipment  is  also  envisioned. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (3)  Service  Vdiicles  (9)  Vdiicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garage  and  (16)  Other 
Fixed  Assets 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  81-88  and  144-155P  PAGE  REFERENCE:  n-3-320 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $116,340  Regional  STP 

$3,204,000  STP  SWAP 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  LOCAL  PARTNERSHIP  FUNDING:  TBD 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $415,125  SALES  TAXES 

9.  TOTAL  ANNUAL  COST:  $3,735,465 

10.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEP A STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 

CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTmCAUON: 

This  project  provides  maintenance  technology  to  support  the  renewal  needs  of  the  Municipal  Railway's 
fixed  guideway  systems.  This  equipment  has  been  requested  by  MUNI  Divisions  as  part  of  an  overall 
equipement  submission.  A specific  list  of  diis  equipment  was  prepared.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
equipment  purchases  and  associated  facility  changes  will  support  die  necessary  reinvestment  needs  of  the 
the  new  Department  of  Transportation. 
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PRO.TECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  19th  Avoiue  Platform  ImproTcments 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  is  the  outcome  of  transit/artistic/community 
collaboration  to  design  innovative  and  practical  platform  amenities  for  the  Winston  and  Holloway 
M-OCEANVIEW  boarding  islands.  The  M-OCEANVIEW  Line  serves  a diverse  ridership 
including  San  Francisco  State  University  students,  Stonestown  Shopping  Center  clientele,  and 
nearby  neighborhood  residents.  The  design  is  a major  enhancement  to  the  19th  Avenue  corridor 
and  will  provide  transit  users  with  a number  of  aesthetic  and  practical  amenities. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (4)  Transit  Way  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  pp.  116  - 118  TCP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  H-3-329 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  STP  FUNDING:  $352,000 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING:  $0 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $45,740  Sales  Tax 

9.  TOTAL  APROGRAM  COST:  $397,740 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING:  $10,300,000 

11.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical 
Exclusion  pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117(c)  (18).  CEQA  STATUS:Categorical  Exemption  pursuant 
to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  15301. 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

The  construction  contract  was  awarded  during  the  summer  of  1994.  Award  of  these  funds  will 
liquidate  a Letter  of  No  Prejudice  issued  by  FTA  in  FY94. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1. 

2. 

3. 


4. 

5. 

6. 


7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 


12. 


OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Munidpal  Railway 
PROJECT  NAME:  MUNI  Metro  Accessibility  Improyements 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and  construction  of 
accessibility  improvements  serving  the  MUNI  Metro  system.  The  project  provides  for  the 
development  and  installation  of  safety  and  security  improvements  to  aid  the  physically  challenged 
MUNI  ridCTS.  These  funds  will  support  minor  accessibility  improvements  to  the  Boeing  cars  now 
serving  the  system  and  continued  work  on  MUNI  Metro  accessibility  improvraients  and  Key  Station 
conq>liance. 

PROJECT  CLASS:  (2)  Reconditioned  Revenue  Vdiicles  (6)  Passenger  Stations 

SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  C.I.P.  pp.  101  - 105  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  m-A-38 


PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 


PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING: 


$643,000  Regional  STP 
$3,672,800  Section  9 
$2,296,000  STP  Swap 

$459,100  TQ 


PROPOSED  LOCAL  FUNDING: 


$841,004  SFMRIC/ToUs/Sales  Tax 


TOTAL  ANNUAL  PROGRAM  COST:  $7,452,802 


PRIOR  FUNDING:  The  design  and  construction  of  accessible  platforms  were  funded  with  prior  year 
Federal  Section  9,  State  Guideway,  and  other  local  cs^ital  resources. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS:  NEPA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exclusion 
pursuant  to  23  CFR  771.117  (c)(15).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State 
EIR  Guidelines  15301  (c),  15303  (d,e). 


ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIHCATTON: 


This  project  provides  for  the  phased  design  and  construction  of  accessibility  improvements  saving  the 
MUNI  Metro  system.  The  project  elements  include:  the  continued  phased  design  and  construction  of 
high-levd  accessible  wayside  platforms  at  additional  locations  along  MUNI  Metro  surface  routes;  the 
trial  use  of  wayside  lifts  in  constrained  locations;  and  the  development  and  installation  of  accesibility, 
safay,  and  security  improvements  to  aid  physically  challenged  MUNI  riders.  Local  policy  objectives 
promote  the  phased  development  of  a fully  accessible  fixed-route  network. 

WAYSIDE  PLATFORMS 

MUNI  operates  a fleet  of  130  light  rail  vdiicles  in  a five-mile  tunnel  with  nine  undergroimd  stations 
which  are  accessible  to  wheelchair  users  using  high  level  platforms.  Special  concrae  acessible 
boarding  platforms  for  wheelchair  users  have  been  construaed  on  the  surface  at  several  locations: 
L-TARAVAL  at  the  San  Francisco  Zoo;  M-OCE ANV IE W at  San  Francisco  State  University; 
N-JUDAH  at  Ocean  Beach;  near  Cole  and  Carl  Streets,  and  at  Duboce  Park;  K-INGLESIDE  near 
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City  College,  at  Balboa  Station,  and  at  Lakeshore  Village  Clunipero  Serra/Ocean);  J-CHURCH  at  San 
Jose  and  Randall  Streets.  Two  new  sites  will  be  opened  in  1995.  The  first  new  station  will  serve 
both  the  M-OCEANVIEW  and  extended  J-CHURCH  lines  at  19th  Avenue  and  Winston  near 
Stonestown.  The  second  station  will  serve  the  M-OCEANVIEW  line  at  San  Jose  and  Geneva 
Avenues. 

The  existing  and  proposed  surface  sites,  in  conjunction  with  Metro  underground  stations  and 
accessible  coach  routes,  form  an  integrated  network  of  accessible  public  transit  allowing  wheelchair 
users  to  regularly  use  the  transit  system.  Assessment  of  the  recently  installed  wayside  platforms 
indicates  the  viability  of  these  low-maintenance  concrete  structures  as  a cost-effective  solution  for 
Metro  surface  accessibility  at  several  key  surface  sites.  The  wayside  platforms  are  included  as 
elements  of  the  Municipal  Railway's  Key  Station  plans. 

NEW  KEY  STATIONS 

o N-JUDAH  at  Judah  Street  & Sunset  Boulevard 
o N-JUDAH  at  Judah  Street  & 19th  Avenue 
o N-JUDAH  at  Judah  Street  & 9th  Avenue 
o N-JUDAH  at  Irving  & Arguello  Streets 
o N-JUDAH  & J-CHURCH  at  Duboce  & Church  Streets 
o L-TARAVAL  at  Taraval  Street  & Sunset  Boulevard 
o L-TARAVAL  at  Taraval  Street  & 22nd  Avenue 
o K-INGLESIDE  at  Ocean  Avenue  & Jules  Street 
o K-INGLESIDE,  L-TARAVAL,  & M-OCEANVIEW  at  St.  Francis  Circle 
o J-CHURCH  & M-OCEANVIEW  at  San  Jose  & Geneva  Avenues 
o J-CHURCH  at  Church  & 30th  Streets 
o J-CHURCH  at  Church  & 24th  Streets 
o J-CHURCH  at  Church  & 18th  Streets 
o J-CHURCH  at  Churdi  & Market  Streets 
o M-OCEANVIEW  at  Randolph  & Arch  Streets 

Fifteen  additional  key  stations  are  included  in  MUNI's  ADA  Key  Station  Compliance  Plan.  The  Plan 
provides  for  compliance  by  the  end  of  1996.  Design  work  and  community  outreadi  are  currently 
underway.  Beyond  diese  stations  MUNI  would  like  to  expand  its  wayside  accesibility  to  an  additional 
16  stops  not  required  by  the  ADA. 

STATION  IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvements  to  MUNI  Metro  underground  stations  have  been  proposed  by  the  MUNI  Accessibiltiy 
Advisory  Committee.  The  MUNI  Metro  station  improvements  that  will  be  completed  in  1995  and 
1996  include: 

o Installing  distinctive  platform  edging  treatments  to  assist  the  visually  impaired  passengers  in 
boarding  Muni  Metro. 

o Developing  and  installing  a computerized  announcement  system  which  would  identify  the  sequence 
of  MUNI  Metro  cars  to  assist  the  visually-impaired.  This  element  is  included  in  the  ATCS 
project  scope  and  budget. 

0 Installing  additional  street,  mezzanine  and  platform-level  surveillance  cameras  to  increase  security 
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of  disabled  MUNI  Metro  passengers.  The  cameras  would  be  located  at  elevator  entrances  and 
exits  as  well  as  in  the  corridors  that  provide  access  to  the  elevators  in  Downtown  Stations. 

o Developing  and  installing  improved  elevator-request  features  to  assist  disabled  passengers  who  are 
unable  to  use  standard  elevator  call  buttons. 

o Upgrading  faregates  to  assist  mobility-impaired  passeng^. 

o Installing  directional  and  information  signage  to  assisting  visually-inq)aired  and  mobility-  mq>aired 
passengers. 

o Installing  text-^ihones  to  assist  hearing-impaired  passengers, 
o Correcting  lighting  problems  to  assist  passengers. 

o Muni  is  currently  participating  in  a talking  signs  demonstration  project  to  evaluate  the 

effectiveness  of  this  technology  for  providing  directional  & informational  signage  to  blind  and 
visually  impaired  passengers  through  infrared  technology.  Powell  Stre^  Station  has  been  outfilled 
with  93  signs  and  preliminary  results  show  that  die  project  is  very  successful  even  groundbreaking 
in  improving  access  to  the  Metro  System  for  these  passengers.  We  anticipate  installing  these  signs 
in  all  underground  stations  if  this  test  project  proves  effective. 

VEmCLE  IMPROVEMENTS/CHANGES 

The  Boeing  LRV  requires  modification  to  the  door  operation  to  ensure  passeng^  safety  when  loading 
and  unloading  passengers  at  the  new  handiciq)ped  accessible  platforms  at  key  stations  iong  the  LRV 
street  routes.  Currently,  both  front  and  rear  center  doors  open  when  the  Boeing  LRV  stops  to  load 
and  unload  passengers  at  a handic^ped  accessible  platform.  Some  of  the  existing  platforms  provide  a 
barria-  in  front  of  die  rear  center  doors  which  prevent  passengers  from  accidentally  falling  34  inches 
from  the  Boeing  LRV  to  the  streets. 

The  new  handicapped  accessible  platforms  will  not  have  the  barrier  in  front  of  the  rear  center  doors. 
To  prevent  passengers  from  accidental  falling  out  of  the  rear  cento-  doors,  the  operation  of  die  Boeing 
LRV  doors  must  be  modified  by  adding  an  operating  mode  diat  will  keq>  the  rear  cento  doors  closed 
while  handicapped  passengers  are  embarking  or  disembarking  from  the  front  (toto  doors. 

The  modifications  consist  of  altering  the  existing  door  control  relay  panel,  adding  new  control  relays 
and  adding  a new  ADA  switch  and  indicating  lights.  The  estimat^  total  cost  of  the  project  for 
design,  project  management,  inspection,  procurement  and  construction  is  $725,000  and  the  time 
needed  to  complete  the  project  is  ^proximately  27  months. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR:  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Translink 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  TransLink  project  will  provide  ticket  machines  on  all  buses, 
trains,  and  ferries  in  the  Bay  Area,  and  data  processing  systems  to  track  ridership  and  revenue. 
TransLink  will  allow  transit  riders  the  convenience  of  riding  on  multiple  transit  systems  using  a 
single  ticket,  and  will  provide  operators  with  data  on  ridership  volumes,  fares  by  categories,  and 
fare  collected. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (12)  Revenue  Collection  and  Processing 

5.  STP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  N/A  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  1-5-84 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  RSTP  FUNDING:  $4,008,000 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING:  $260,407  State  TCI 

8.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  FUNDING:  $260,407  AB  434 

9.  TOTAL  MUNI  PROGRAM  COST:  $19,430,791 

10.  PRIOR  FUNDING  0 

1 1 . ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS : NEPA  STATUS : Categorical  Exclusion 
pursuant  to  CFR  771.117(c)(18).  CEQA  STATUS:  Categorical  Exemption  pursuant  to  the  State  EIR 
Guidelines  Section  15301. 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIHCATION: 

TransLink  has  been  developed  under  the  sponsorship  of  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission,  as  a way  to  improve  access  to  public  transit  and  enhance  coordination  among  regional 
operators.  TransLink  is  the  first  on-board,  stored-value  ticket  system  in  the  country  that  allows 
passengers  to  use  a single  ticket  for  both  local  and  regional  bus  and  rail  systems.  The  magnetic  stripe 
ticket  is  currently  processed  by  BART  faregates  and  bus  ticket  validators  on  CCCTA  and  BART 
Express  buses.  AC  Transit  is  in  the  process  of  implementing  TransLink,  and  MUNI  will  follow. 

TransLink  will  improve  service  by  allowing  riders  the  convenience  of  riding  on  multiple  transit 
systems  with  one  ticket,  and  alleviate  the  need  to  carry  change  or  memorize  fares  on  different 
systems.  TransLink  will  benefit  the  occasional  rider  because  the  tickets  will  not  expire,  as  do  many 
monthly  passes.  Thus  patrons  will  not  lose  money  if  they  don't  ride  transit  every  day. 
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TransLink  usage  data  will  be  downloaded  from  fareboxes  and  faregates  to  garage  computers,  then  to 
central  agency  computers,  and  then  to  a central  clearinghouse  computer,  which  will  facilitate 
revenue  reconciliation  among  operators.  Data  captured  by  TransLink  transactions  will  provide 
operators  with  important  information  on  ridership  volumes,  fares  by  categories,  and  fare  revenue 
collections. 

The  project  will  improve  passenger  comfort/convenience  by  allowing  transit  users  to  ride  on 
multiple  transit  systems  using  a single  ticket,  and  will  alleviate  the  need  to  carry  change.  It  will 
also  improve  system  operations  as  automated  transactions  will  be  faster  than  cash,  and  there  will  be 
improved  ridership  data. 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  J:he. Annual  Element 
Qt  MTC's  Transit  Capital  PriQritie.s, 


1.  OPERATOR:  City  of  Santa  Rosa 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  Buses  (2) 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 

Replacement  of  2 buses  (35')  that  exceed  the  FTA 
replacement  standard  of  12  years  or  500,000  miles 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  (1)  New/Replacement  Revenue  Vehicle 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Chap.  6 TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

(1994-2000  SRTP) 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $434,000  SOURCE:  ISTEA  STP-D 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH(20%):  $ 108,500  SOURCE:  TDA/STA 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $542,500 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23CFR  771.115(b)  and  771.117(c) 

(17)  Categorical  Exemption 
CEQA  STATUS:  Sec.  15301  Categorical  Exemption 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 
Date:  October  13,  1994 

Project:  Replace  2 buses 

Operator:  City  of Santa  Rosa 

Initial  Clearances  Required: 


i _ 

1 

implementation!  FY  1994/95 
SCHEDULE:  | Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 
__  _ __  1 _ 

FY  1995/96 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1996/97 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

FY  1997/98 
Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

1 

TASK  1 : 1 

Bid  Specs.  jx X 

_ _ 1 - _ 

1 

TASK  2:  | 
Award  | 
Construction  j 

D 

_ __  _ _ 

1 

1 

1 

_ 1 _ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

O:  Clearances  and  Approvals 


EXPENDITURE 
PLAN  (000$)  : 

1 FY  1994/95 

FY  1995/96 

FY  1996/97 

FY  1997/98 

UMTA  SEC.  9 
UMTA  SEC.  3 
OTHER  FED. 

1 $434,000 

STATE  TP&D 
ARTICLE  XIX 
OTHER  STATE 

LOCAL  FUNDS 
SOURCE : 

1 $108,500 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

1 $542,500 

0 

0 

0 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  FY  1994-95  FTA  Program  of  Projects 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2.  PROJECT  NAME; 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
Tasman  Supplemental  Final  Design 
Supplemental  Final  Design  to  meet  ADA  Standards 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 


21  - Accessibility 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH; 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


$553,000  SOURCE:  STP-G  I 
$138,0001  SOURCE:  Local  Sales  Tax 
$691,000 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  1 5300 

1 1 . ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

These  are  supplemental  costs  primarily  related  to  Federal  Regulations  implementing  the  Americans 
with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  which  required  portions  of  work  performed  during  Final  Design  to  be 
revised. 
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OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  Tasman  Supplemental  Final  Design 

Date:  October  31, 1994 


00-01 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 
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Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

98-99 
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97-98 
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Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 
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95-96 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  FY  1994-95  FTA  Program  of  Projects 


1.  OPERATOR; 

2.  PROJECT  NAME; 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION; 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
Tasman  Supplemental  Final  Design 
Supplemental  Final  Design  to  meet  ADA  Standards 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 


21  • Accessibility 

TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 


5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


$553,000  SOURCE:  STP-G  I 
, $138,0001  SOURCE:  Local  Sales  Tax 
$691,000 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


none 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15300 

1 1 . ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 

These  are  supplemental  costs  primarily  related  to  Federal  Regulations  implementing  the  Americans 
with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  which  required  portions  of  work  performed  during  Final  Design  to  be 
revised. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 


1.  OPERATOR: 

2.  PROJECT  NAME: 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
Light  Rail  Vehicle  (LRV)  Washpad 

Construct  Washpad  Improvements  For  Light  Rail  Vehicles 
At  Existing  Light  Rail  Vehicle  Maintenence  Facility. 


4.  PROJECT  CLASS: 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH; 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


(9)  Vehicle  Maintenance  Shops  and  Garages 
4-8  TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE; 

$340,000.00  SOURCE;  STP  Guarantee 
$85,000.00  SOURCE:  Local  Sales  Tax 
$425,000.00 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  none 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  section  771.117(c)(19) 

CEQA  STATUS;  Section  15301 

1 1 . ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 
Project  Justification 

The  LRV  Wash  Pad  Project  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  discharge  of  storm  water 
contaminated  by  pollutants  from  the  District’s  LRV  interior  car  wash  operation.  The  LRV  Wash 
Pad  Project  would  capture  and  route  dirty  washwater  from  the  LRVs  to  the  Light  Rail 
Wastewater  Treatment  System  now  under  construction.  Control  of  pollutants  from  the  car 
wash  is  required  for  compliance  with  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  rules  for 
storm  water  discharge  regulation  under  the  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES),  part  of  the  federal  Clean  Water  Act.  This  rule  requires  many  industrial  facilities  to 
obtain  NPDES  permits  for  their  storm  water  discharges.  In  addition,  the  rule  states  that 
facilities  that  discharge  storm  water  to  a municipal  sewer  system  must  comply  with  any 
additional  storm  water  requirements  established  by  the  municipality  where  the  facility  is 
located. 


Background 

The  San  Jose  publicly  owned  treatment  works  (POTW),  in  accordance  with  a court  settlement 
to  reduce  the  absolute  mass  of  heavy  metal  discharge  into  the  Bay,  is  directing  its  users  to 
treat  their  wastewater  prior  to  discharge  since  the  POTW  does  not  have  the  technological 
capability  to  adequately  treat  the  existing  volume  of  effluent.  The  SCCTD  has  designed  a 
Light  Rail  Treatment  System  Project  to  collect  and  treat  the  industrial  wastewater  originating 
from  the  existing  rail  car  maintenance  shop,  the  exterior  car  wash  facility,  the  daily  inspection 
building  and  the  blowdown  building.  After  treatment  of  the  industrial  wastewater,  the  system 
will  discharge  to  the  sanitary  sewer  system  rather  than  to  storm  water  discharge  points  leading 
to  San  Francisco  Bay. 
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Scope  of  Project 

SCCTD  is  requesting  funding  at  this  time  to  address  another  source  of  industrial  wastewater  at 
the  Light  Rail  Maintenance  Facility.  When  the  rail  car  interiors  undergo  their  routine  detailed 
cleaning  and  washing,  the  wash  water  containing  dirt  and  various  potential  pollutants 
suspended  by  detergents  presently  runs  off  to  the  ballast  and  eventually  collects  \Arith  other 
nonpoint  source  discharge  and  enters  the  storm  water  sewer  system.  The  scope  of  the  current 
project  is  to  construct  a concrete  wash  pad  with  drainage  and  collection  piping  which  will  route 
the  runoff  to  the  light  rail  wastewater  treatment  system  before  being  discharged. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 


OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  Light  Rail  Vehicle  (LRV)  Washpad 

Date:  October  11,  1994 


Implementation  Schedule 

94-95 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

95-96 

Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4 

Constmction 

XXXXXXX 

XXXXXXX 

Expenditure  Plan 

FY  94-95 

FTA  Section  9 

FTA  Section  3 

fau/fai 

STP/CMAQ 

$340,000 

Other  Federal 

State  TP  & D 

Article  XIX 

Prop  108  Bonds 

Prop  116  Bonds 

fcr 

State/Local  Partnership 

Other  State 

Bridge  Tolls 

STA  (Operating) 

STA  (Regional) 

Local  Funds:  (specify)  1/2  Cent  Sales  Tax 

$ 85,000 

TOTAL  FUNDS 

$425,000 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
for  FY  1994-95  FTA  Program  of  Projects 


OPERATOR: 

PROJECT  NAME: 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION: 
PROJECT  CLASS: 


Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 
CAPITOL  CORRIDOR  CONCEPTUAL  ENGINEERING 
Conceptual  Engineering  for  the  Capitol  Corridor  Project 
Long  Range  Planning 


SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  4-10 
PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING: 
PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH: 
TOTAL  PROJECT  COST: 


TIP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

$885,000  SOURCE:  CMAQ 
$115,000  SOURCE:  State  TSM 
$1,000,000 


9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING: 


none 


10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771.117 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal  Admin.  Code,  Section  15300 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION 
Project  Justification 

The  Capitol  Corridor  will  extend  LRT  service  6 miles  , south  of  Hostetter  Road  in  an  alignment  in  the 
median  of  Capitol  Avenue  and  Capitol  Expressway  from  the  future  terminus  of  the  Tasman  Corridor 
Project,  to  the  Eastridge  Mall  Shopping  Center,  south  of  Tully  Road  on  Capitol  Avenue. 

A preliminary  study  of  the  Corridor  identified  seven  new  LRT  stations,  three  of  which  included  park 
and  ride  lots.  The  Eastridge  Mall  Shopping  Center  is  one  of  the  three  largest  in  Santa  Clara  County 
and  already  includes  a major  bus  transit  center  serving  ten  routes. 

The  requested  funding  would  support  Conceptual  Engineering  for  the  Capitol  Corridor.  This  work  is 
estimated  at  $1,000,000,  with  88.5%  from  CMAQ  funds  and  local  match  provided  by  an  11.5%  share 
of  state  TSM  funds.  This  work  will  define  alternatives  for  Preliminary  Engineering  and  support  the 
development  of  an  EIR/EIS. 
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OPERATOR:  Santa  Clara  County  Transit  District 

PROJECT  NAME:  Capitol  Corridor  Conceptual  Engineering 

Date:  October  31, 1994 
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$1,000,000  I 

1 Expenditure  Plan  | 

I FTA  Section  9 or  other  I 

1 FTA  Section  3 I 

FAU/FAI 

STP/CMAQ 

Other  Federal  I 

State  TP  a D 

Article  XIX 

1 Prop  108  Bonds  I 

I Prop  116  Bonds  I 

tr 

o 

u. 

State/Local  Partnership  I 

Other  State  (TSM) 

Bridge  Toils 

STA  (Operating)  J 

STA  (Regional)  I 

Local  Funds:  (specify)  1/2  Cent  Sales  Tax 

I TOTAL  FUNDS  | 
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PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  For  FY  1994/1995 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 


union  ciTv 

1.  OPERATOR: 

2 . PROJECT  NAME  (s)  : A.  Replacement  of  1 transit  bus  B.  Replacement  of  7 transit  buses 

3 . PROJECT  DESCRIPTION : Replacement  of  a total  of  8 transit  buses 


4 . PROJECT  CLASS : New  Replacement  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE:  Union  City  Transit  94-95  tip  page  reference:  Draft  VoI.  Ill,  Part  a 

SRTP  page  6-1  pages  140  & 141 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  A.  $250,000  SOURCE:  A.  ISTEA  STP-Guaranteed 

B.  $1 ,436,000  B.  ISTEA  CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  STATE  FUNDING  { 0 %)  : SOURCE:  not  applicable 

PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH  (11.5%):  A.  $32,486  SOURCE:  TDA  Article  4 Reserve  Funds 
B.  $186,599 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  A.  $282,486  B.  $1,622,599 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  None 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS: 

CEQA  STATUS : Categorical  Exemption  CEQA  15301 

11.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

• Buses  are  at  the  end  of  their  12-year  “economic  lives”  and  are  due  for  replacement 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  AND  EXPENDITURE  PLAN 


Project : 
Operator ; 
Date : 


A.  Replacement  of  1 transit  bus  B.  Replacement  of  7 transit  buses 
Union  City  Transit 
October  11, 1994 


Initial  Clearances  Required: 

(Further  clearances  marked  below  with  "o") 


1 

1 IMPLEMENTATION 

i FY  94/95 

1 

1 

FY  95/96  1 

FY  96/97 

I- 

I 

FY  97/98  I 

1 SCHEDULE : 

1 Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4| 
1 1 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4l 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

I ^ 

Ql  Q2  Q3  Q4| 

1 TASK  1: 

i Q2 

1 

1 

. 

1 

1 

I 

I 

1 Put  out  RFP 

1 

- 1 - 

1 

1 . 

1 TASK  2: 

1 Q3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 Award  Contract 

1 

- 1 - 

1 

1. 

1 TASK  3: 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 Delivery  of 

1 

Q1  I 

I 

1 2 buses 

1 

- 1 - 

I 

i. 

I 

I 

1 TASK  4 : 

1 

1 

I 

I 

1 Delivery  of 

1 

l 

Q1 

1 3 buses 

1 

- 1 - 

I. 

I 

I TASK  5 : 

1 

1 

I 

I 

I 

1 Delivery  of 

1 

I 

Q1  I 

1 3 buses 

1 

-1- 

I 

1- 

I 

1 
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EXPENDITURE  | | 

PLAN  (000$)  : [ FY  94/95  | FY  95/96 

1 1 

1 FY  96/97 

1 FY  97/98 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  9 1 

1 

1 

FTA  SEC.  3 1 

1 

FAU/FAI  1 

1 

OTHER  FED . | 

1 

A.  ISTEASTP-GI 

1 $63,156 

1 $94,078 

1 $92,766 

B.  ISTEA  CMAQ  | 

1 

I $362,769 

j $540,384 

1 $532,847 

1 

STATE  TP&D  1 

I 

I 

ARTICLE  XIX  1 

I 

PROP  108  BOND] 

I 

PROP  116  BONDl 

I 

FCR  1 

I 

STAT/LCL  PART| 

I 

OTHER  STATE  j 

I 

Article  4n  A.  | 

I $8,207 

1 $12,225 

1 $12,054 

Reserves  j B.  | 

I $47,139 

1 $70,219 

1 $69,240 

1 

BRIDGE  TOLLS  j 

1 

STA  (OP)  I 

1 

STA  (REG)  I 

1 

LOCAL  FUNDS  j 

1 

SPECIFY:  1 

1 

--1- 

1 

1 

1 

__|_ 

TOTAL  FUNDS  | 

l_  __  -- 

1 

I $481,271 

1 

1 $716,907 

1 $706,907 
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Date:  June  2,  1994 
FY  95 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
For  Projects  Submitted  for  the  Nine- Year  Program 
of  MTC's  Transit  Capital  Priorities 

1.  OPERATOR:  WESTERN  CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  Replacement  of  two  vans  with  ADA  compliant  paratranist  vans 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  involves  the  replacement  of  revenue  paratransit 
vans  at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives,  including  associated  equipment. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  New/Used  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $94,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $12,215  SOURCE:  Net  Bridge  Tolls 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $106,215 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  Section  9 capital  flmds  for  the  replacement  of  three  paratransit 
vans. 

10.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS: 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771,1 17  (c)  (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

1 1 . COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(CIRCULAR  7005.1) 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your 
adopted  policy? 

^No  Yes 


1 
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b.  Were  the  proposals  received  from  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  other  wise  provide 
all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

^No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project?  (If 
yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments?) 

^No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference 

d.  Have  you  received  any  formal  complaints  from  the  private  sector  regarding  this  project? 

No  Yes  SRTP  Page  Reference 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

This  project  involves  the  replacement  of  WCCTA  paratransit  vans  at  the  end  of  their  useful  lives. 
WCCTA's  replacement  is  for  vehicles  that  have  been  in  revenue  service  for  5 to  8 years, 
consistent  with  federal  policy.  Each  bus  will  be  equipped  with  a farebox,  two-way  radio,  air 
conditioning,  wheelchair  lifts  and  other  equipment  needed  to  comply  with  the  Americans  With 
Disabilities  Act.  Project  costs  include  spare  parts,  engines  and  project  management. 

Replacement  of  WCCTA's  revenue  paratransit  vans  is  essential  to  the  safe  and  economical 
provision  of  local  paratransit  services.  These  vehicles  can  no  longer  be  operated  without 
incurring  significantly  increased  maintenance  costs  as  components  fail.  By  replacing  these  aging 
vehicles,  WCCTA  can  continue  to  operate  efficient,  safe,  and  reliable  paratransit  service  that  is 
not  subject  to  disruption  and  patron  inconvenience  because  of  breakdowns  and  roadcalls,  with 
vehicles  that  comply  with  the  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act. 

This  project  is  essential  to  WCCTA's  efforts  in  continuing  safe,  reliable  service.  There  are  no 
unique  or  incremental  costs  directly  associated  with  this  project  and  WCCTA  does  not  expect  to 
incur  additional  costs  as  a result  of  this  project. 
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DESCRIPTION: 


8-Year  Project  Total: 


Date:  June  2,1994 
FY  95 


PROJECT  JUSTIFICATION  WORKSHEET 
FOR  PROJECTS  SUBMITTED  FOR  THE  NINE- YEAR  PROGRAM 
OF  MTCs  TRANSIT  CAPITAL  PRIORITIES 

1.  OPERATOR:  WESTERN  CONTRA  COSTA  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

2.  PROJECT  NAME:  replacement  of  four  medium  duty  transit  buses. 

3.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  This  project  involves  the  replacement  of  WCCTA  buses  at  the 
end  of  their  useful  lives.  WCCTA's  replacement  is  for  small,  medium  duty  transit  buses  that 
have  been  in  revenue  service  for  9 years,  consistent  with  federal  policy.  Each  bus  will  be 
equipped  with  a farebox,  two-way  radio,  air  conditioning,  wheelchair  lift,  and  other 
equipment  needed  to  comply  with  the  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act.  Project  costs  include 
spare  parts,  engines  and  project  management. 

4.  PROJECT  CLASS:  NewAJsed  Revenue  Vehicles 

5.  SRTP  PAGE  REFERENCE: 

6.  PROPOSED  FEDERAL  FUNDING:  $354,000  SOURCE:  STP/CMAQ 

7.  PROPOSED  LOCAL  MATCH:  $46,000  Source:  TDA  funds 

8.  TOTAL  PROJECT  COST:  $400,000 

9.  PRIOR  FTA  FUNDING:  1994  Capital  funding  for  three  ADA  complimentary  paratransit 
vans. 

1 0.  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  TYPE  AND  STATUS : 

NEPA  STATUS:  23  CFR  771,1 17  (c)  (17) 

CEQA  STATUS:  14  Cal.  Admin  Code,  Section  15302 

11.  COMPLIANCE  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  PARTICAIPATION  REQUIREMENTS 
(CIRCULAR  7005.1): 

a.  Was  the  private  sector  involved  in  the  development  of  this  project  as  set  forth  in  your 
adopted  policy? 
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SRTP  Page  Reference 


^No  Yes: 

b.  Were  the  proposals  received  from  private  sector  to  operate,  construct,  or  other  wise  provide 
all  or  part  of  the  above  named  project? 

No  Yes:  SRTP  Page  Reference 

(If  yes,  how  were  those  proposals  evaluated? 

c.  Are  there  impediments  affecting  your  ability  to  contract  for  the  above  named  project?  (If 
yes,  have  you  taken  measures  to  address  the  impact  of  these  impediments? 

^No  Yes 

12.  ADDITIONAL  PLANNING  JUSTIFICATION: 

Replacement  of  WCCTA's  revenue  fixed  route  buses  is  essential  to  the  safe  and  economical 
provision  of  local  mass  transportation  services.  These  vehicles  can  no  longer  be  operating 
without  incurring  significantly  increased  maintenance  costs  as  components  fail.  By  replacing 
these  vehicles,  WCCTA  can  continue  operating  efficient,  safe  and  reliable  ser\dce  that  is  not 
subject  to  disruption  and  patron  inconvenience  because  of  breakdowns  and  roadcalls. 

This  project  involves  replacement  of  worn  equipment  on  a one-for-one  basis,  there  are  no  unique 
or  incremental  costs  associated  with  this  project.  This  project  is  essential  to  WCCTA's  efforts  in 
continuing  safe,  reliable,  cost  effective  service. 
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PROJECT  NAME 
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8-Ycar  Project  Total: 
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MTC 

METROPOLITAN 

TRANSPORTATION 

COMMISSION 


Joseph  P.  Bort  MetroCenter 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607-4700 
510/464-7700 
TDD/TTY:  510/464-7769 
FAX:  510/464-7848 


